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ERRATA FOR REPORT IIT PART B

page. jlocation

182, 1st line of APELL==-should read "Three thousand experimental Ss were
used..."

206, "Behavior Check List" entry--Long should.be (Lang, 1966).

216, '"Minnesota Percepto-Diagnostic Scale'--is the correct spelling.

Several pages~~-Science Resesrch Association should read Science Research
Associates, as is correct in Appendix C.

IOnly those errata are listed which affect the sense of Part B or its
usage,
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PART C~-
MATCHING OBJECTIVES
e

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF MEASURES




INTRODUCTION

Part C of the present report completes the section of the report
begun in Parts A and B, adding to it an extra-contractual inclusion.
The '"Recommendations' portion constitutes the entirety of contractual
Part C. All contractual features of Part B appeared -in Report III(A-B).
Appendices in the present report are, in any event, essential to the use
of Report IIL B as well as C. Thus, the "Matching" section of the present
report is not a contract:al part of the overall project. It does, however,
in our cpinion add significantly to the overall report's usability in the
field and ought for this reasen be made available to users of the cvaluation

portions of the project's reports,




A MATCHING OF EXISTING MEASURES
TO BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES

This portion of the final report is a continuation of Report III,
More extensiv: remarks will be offered in the "Recommendations" section
about the conditions under which the matches made in this section could
become more defensible, Short of implementing those recommendations, many
of the matches must be considered highly tentative, because the existing
instruments may be appropriate to only a limited number of the demographic
subgroupings of five yvear olds, with their validity unknown for other
subgroups, Criterion referenced tests and special testing considerations
are also discussed under "Recommendaiions™,

The general format of this section is structured according to the
~oded listings of Appendix B, which were praviously (see Report 1I1I)
used to indicate, for the tests reviewed, their applicability to par-
ticular behavioral characteristics. The current section is more extensive
and definitive than were those briefer meantions of matching and effectively
supercedes them, The only departures from the sequence of Appendix B
will occur for those variables which were expanded or regrouped in Part A
of Report III (see especially pages 136-138 for a summary list of ex-
pansions and regroupiugs). Appendix B will, however, override the above
summary list in the case of category deletioms which occurred during the
preparation of specific objectives. Even though specific objectives were
not, in those cases, justified from the research literature, acceptable
measurement techniques may exist for examining the status of children,

These are designaied "No objective" to clarify their status from Report I1L,



To summarize these statements, Appendix B is the basis of this section's
sequential format except for variables which were expanded or regrouped,
as summarized in Report III, pages 136-138. Finally, subscripts are
added to the Appendix B codes for the categories expanded in Part A of
Report III1. For example, for P-3 "Growth and Maturation" the first ex-

panded subcategory, '"Physical Measures" is coded P=-3-1,
Using the Matched List

The convention used will be to identify the characteristic by its
coded designation, where P = Psychomotor, ¢ = Cognitive, A = Affective.
This is followed by the associated number from Appendix B, In the case
of regroupings, all interrelated coded designations appear together,
Immediately following this designation of the child characteristic, re-
ference is made to assessment procedures from Part B of Report III, Cross
reference to Part B is made to the list titles by the abbreviations:

I = "Test", ObP = '"Observational Procedures", and TP = "Technical Pro-
cedures”". Further brief commentary may appear to indicate the range and
limitations of the recommended assessment procedure(s). When multiple
measures are mentioned, any comments are interspersed ia such a manner as
to retain clearly the connection between comment and procedure. Civen
this sequential format, the user can quickly locate assessment procedures
for the characteristic(s) of concern to him, Thus, we have traded off
the elegance of narratien for the utility of a list that guaranteeé rapid
retrieval. The user who desires further information on a selected as~

sessment procedure can then search the alphabetized T, ObP or TP list for
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that entry. Jeside the entry he will find reference made to a supplier
or basic source document (Appendices C and D),

The recommended assessment procadures will generally be slightly
broader than the stated objectives, although the user can be assured
regarding their general compatibility. What should ke done to sharpen
these matches appears within the "Recommendations'" chapter. Often available
data permit no clear preferential discriminations between available devices.
In these cases, multiple entries are provided, Since potential demographic
subpopulations cannot be anticipated, in fact, for a document such as
this which will be broadly distributed, it has almost always seemed a
propos to provide the multiple entries, leaving the final selection to the

user who can consider the requirements imposed by his own child sample.

Matches

P-0: Blum-Fieldsteel Developmental Charts {T) used in conjunction with
Gesell Developmental Schedules (T) for selected parts of each; Accident
Proneness (ObP); Motor Behavior (ObP); Motor Behaviors (TP); Rail-Walking
Test (T); Gross Motor Tasks (T); Denver Developmental Screening Test (T)
for parts; Vineland Social Maturity Scale (T) for parts.

P-1 (No objective): See P=4,

P-2 (No objective): A-B-C Vision Test for Dcular Dominance (T); Left-
Right Discrimination Test (T).

P-3-1: Anthropometrics and Somatotype (TP); Wetzel Grid Charts (T);
Width-Weight (T); Merrill-Palmer logarithmic Developmental Graph (T).

P-3-2: Nutritional Status and Diet (TP),

P=3-3: Dental (TP); Medical (TP); Neurological Evaluation (TP); Infant
" and Maternal History (T).




P-4-1: Goodenough-Harris Drawing Test (T); Drawings (TP); Children's
Paintings (TP); Draw-a-Person (T); Riley Preschool Developmental Screening
Inventory (T) for subtest; First Grade Screening Test (T) for subtest;
Measuring Scale for Freehand Drawing (T); Slosson Drawing Coordination
Test {T),.

Gestalt Test for Young Children (T); Visual Motor Gestalt Test (T);
First Grade Screening Test (T) for subtest; Riley Preschool Developmental
Screening Inventory (T) for subtest; Lurcat Test of Graphical Abilities (T).

P-4-2: Graham, Berman, and Ernhart, 1960; Copy Forms Test (T); Bender

P=4=-3: Optic Evaluation (TP); Psychomotor (TP); A0 H-R-R Pseudo Iso-
chromatic Plates (T); AO School Vision Screening Test (T); Arthur Adaptation
of Leiter (T):; Auditory Discrimination Test: Wepman (T); Children's
Auditory Discrimination Inventory {(T); Cohn Visual Acuity Chart (T);

Denver Developmental Screening Test (T); Dvorine Pseudo-Isochromatic

Plates (T); Eames Eye Test (T); Freeman Acuity Tester (T); Frostig Develop-
mental Test of Visual Perception (T) subtests; Gesell Developmental
Schedules (T); Halstead Battery of Neuropsychological Tests (T); Illuminant-
Stable Color Vision Test (T); Katz Auditory Screening Test (T); Lincoln-
Oseretsky Motor Development Scale (T); Mark-Car Accuracy Test (T):
Massachusetts Vision Test (T); Merrill-Palmer Scale of Mental Tests (T):
Moore Eye-Hand Coordination Test (T); Motor Steadiness Battery for Children
(T); Oseretsky Tests of Motor Proficiency (T):; Pre-Tests of Vision,

Hearing, and Motor Coordination (T); Ryckman-Bereiter=-Powell Auditory
Closure Test (T); Spiral After Effect Test (T); Stycar Hearing Tests (T);
Templin Speech Sound Discrimination Test (T); Three-Dimensional Auditory
Discrimination Test (T); Valett Developmental Survey of Basic Learning
Abilities (T) subtests; Goldman-Fristoe-Woodcock Test of Auditory Dis-
crimination (T).

P-5 (No objective): Play (0bP); Cf. P-0.

P-6 {No objective): Vineland Social Maturity Scale (T); Preschool At-

taimment Research (T); Freud, 1965--5; subparts of Gesell Developmental
Schedules (T) and Blum-Fieldsteel Developmental Charts (T); subpart of

Cain-Levine Social Competency Scale (T).

P-7-1: Speech (TP); Arizona Articulation Proficiency Scale (T):; Fisher-
Cogemann Test of Articulation Competency (T); Goldman-Fristoe Test of
Articulation (T); Hejna Devalopmental Articulation Test (T); Integrated
Articulation Test (T); Irwin Articulation Test (T); Laradon Articulation
Scale (T); Preschool Language Scale (T) subtest; Speech Articulation
Test for Young Children (T).

P-7-2: Bricker, 1967; Echoic Response Inventory for Children (T); Massad
Mimicry Test (T); Parallel Sentence Production Test (T).

9



P-8 (No objective): No good measures located.

C-O-Arithmetic (No objective): (Use in connection with C-2-2) American

School Achievement Tests: Arithmetic Readiness (T); Arithmetic Concepts

Inventory for Kindergarten (T); Comprehensive Mathematics Inventory (T);

Head Start Arithmetic Test (T); Preschool Kindergarten Modern Mathematics
Test (T).

C-0~Reading:: American School Reading Readiness Test; Binion-Beck Reading
Readiness Test (T); Clymer-Barrett Prereading Battery (T); Gates Reading
Readiness Test (T); Gates=-MacGinitie Reading Readiness Skills Test (T);
Harrison=Stroud Readin;; Readiness Profiles (T); Keystone Ready to Rear
Tests (T); Lee-Clark Ieading Readiness Test (T); Lippincott Reading Read-
iness Test (T); McHugh-McParland Reading Readiness Test (T); Murphy=-
Durreil Ruuding Readiness Analysis (T); Prereading Inventory of Skills
Basic to Beginning Reading (T); Prereading Test (T); Reading Aptitude
Tests (T); Reading Readiness (T); Spache Binocular Reading Test (T);
Steinbach Test of Reading Readiness (T); Watson Reading Readiness Test
(T); Diagnostic Reading Tests (T).

C-0-Readiness, General (No objective ): Individual Diagnostic Tests--
Minnesota Preschool Scale (T); Prekindergarten Goal Card (T); Valett
Developmental Survey of Basic Learning Abilities (T). Readiness for
Paper and Pencil Tests--Vision, Hearing and Motor Coordination (T).
Parent Administered Readiness--Early Detection Inventory (T); Parent
Readiness Evaluation cof Preschoolers (T); School Readiness Survey (T).
General and Group Tests--Assessment Program of Early Learning Levels (T);
Evaluation Scale for Four- and Five-Year-0ld Children (T); Evanston Early
Indentification Scale «(T}; First Grade Screening Test (T); Kindergarten
Evaluation of Learning Potential (T); Kindergarten Tests (T) and Pre-
dictive Index Tests (T); Maturity Level for School Entrance and Reading
Readiness (T); Metropolitan Readiness Test (T); Nebraska Test of Learning
Aptitude  (T); Peabody Individual Achievement Test (T); Preschool Attain-
ment Record (T); Preschool Inventory: Cooperative (T); School Readiness
Checklist (T); School Readiness: Behavior Tests Used at the Gesell Insti-
tute (T); Sprigle School Readiness Screening Test (T); Stanford Early
School Achievement Test (T); Vane Kindergarten Test (T); Wide Range
Achievement Test (T).

C-1l: Attending Behavior (ObP); Test of Auditory Discrimination (T),
differential between silent and masked portions should provide index of
listening attention; CASES '(T); Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (T)
subparts; Attention Span Test (T); Intensity of Task Involvement Scale
(T); Maze=Trail Test (T).

G-2-1: Conceptual Behavior (TP); Classificatiom Skills (TP); Concept
Test for Children (T); Generic Identity Scale (T); Block Sort Test (T);
Inductive Concept Identification Test (T); Test of Concept Utilization
(T); Toy Sorting Task (T); See also C-9-2,

10



C-2-2: Conceptual Behavior (TP); Sec C-O-Arithmetic for related tests;
See alse C-9-2.

C-2-3: Conceptual Behavior (TP); Time (TP); Time Concept Test (T); Sec
also C-9-2.

C-2-4: Conceptual Behavior (TP); See also C-9-2.
C=2~5: Conceptual Behavior (TP); See also C-9-2.

C-2-6: Basic Concept Inventory (T); Boelm Test of Basic Concepts (T);
Instructional Concepts Inventory (T); Peabody Individual Achievement

Test (T); Stanford Early School Achievement Test (T); Tests of Basic
Experience (T); Tests of General Ability (T) subtest; Wide Range Achieve-
ment Test {(T).

C-3: See A-35.

C-4 (No objective): Individual Tests--Arthur Point Scale of Perfommance
Tests (T); Columbia Mental Maturity Test (T); Merrill-Palmer Scale of
Mental Tests (T); Minnesota Preschool Scale (T); Pictorial Test of Intel-
ligence (T); Slosson Intelligence Test (T); Stanford-Binet (T); Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children (T); Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale
of Intelligence (T). Group Intelligence and Aptitude--American School
Intelligence Test (T); California Short-form Test of Mental Maturity (T);
Cattell (T); Davis-Eells Games (T); Detroit Kindergarten Test (T); Detroit
Test of Learning Aptitude (T); IPAT Culture Fair Intelligence Test (T);
Kuhlmann-Anderson (T); Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test (T); Mental
Abilities (T); Otis Group Intelligence Scale (T); Otis-Lennon Mental Ability
Test (T); Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test (T); Pre-Primary Mental Ability
(T); Scholastic Mantal Ability Tests (T); Screening Test of Academic
Readiness (T); Short Test of Educational Ability (T); SRA Tests of General
Ability (T); Tests of General Ability: Inter-American (T). Multi-factor-=
SRA Primary Mental Abilities (T); See also C-9-1 for multi-factor.

C-5-1: Language (TP); Story Retelling Technique (TP); Incomplete Story
Technique (TP); Tell as Story Technique (TP); Test of Verbal Maturity
(T): Pluralization Test (T); Early Childhood Language Tests (T).

C=5-2: Language (TP).

¢=5~-3: Vocabulary (TP); Expressive Vocabulary Inventory (T); Full Range
Picture Vocabulary Test (T); Holborn Vocabulary Test for Young Children
(T); Peabody ricture Vocabulary Test (T); Quick Test (T); Van Alstyme
Picture Vocabulary Test (T).

11



L-5-General: Language (TP); Assessment of Children's Language Compre-
hension (T); Houston Test for Language Development (T); PLA (T); Preschool
Langusge Scale (T); San Francisco Inventory of Communication Effectiveness
(T); Tests of Basic Language Competencies (T); Vance Language Skills

Test (T); Verbal Language Development Scale (T); ITPA--See c=-6,

C-6: TIllinois YTest of Psycholinguistic Abilities (T): Kent-Rosanoff

Free Association Test (T); Non-Verbal Representation Tasks (T): Word
Association (TP); See also €-8-2 and P-4-3 for potentialiy related material.

C=7=1: Memery (TP); "Digit Span" subtest from Sianford-Binet (T) or
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (T); subtest of several tests
in C-0-Re~“iness, General.

€=7-2: Memory (TP); See picture vocabulary tests in (= ~5-3 which are
usable here; "Incidental and Intentional Learning' from Cincinnati Auto-

nomy Test Battery (T).

C~8-1: Discrimination Learning (TP); Perceptual Proccsses {(TP); Ayres
Space Test (T); Children's Embedded Figures Test (T); Coloured Progressive
Matrices (T); Figure-Ground Test (T), Figure Recognition Test (T); Frostiy
Developmental Test of Visual Perception (T); Haptic Perception Test (T);
0'Connor Wiggly Block (T); Rod and Frame Test (T); TV Test Battery (T);
Valett Developmental Survey cof Basic Learning Abilities (T); Visual Dis=
crimination Inventory (T).

C-8-2: Perceptual processes (TP); Psychomotor (TP); Assessment of Per-
ceptual Development (T); Auditory Visual Pattern Test (T); Bender Visual-
Motor Gestalt Test (T); Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Ferception
(T); Haptic-Visual Matching Test (T); Kindergarten Tests (T); Learning
Methods Test (T); Primary Visual Motor Test (T); Reitan-Indiana Neurc-
psychological Battery (T); Screening Test for the Assignment of Remedial
Treatments (T); TV Test Battery (T); Valett Developmental Survey of Basic

Learning Abilities (T).

—8 St les: Ch1ldren 8 Embﬂdded Figures Iest (T) Ccﬁcepfual Styles

Figures Tes ' in Ciﬂciﬂﬂatl Autcﬁu; Test Battery (T); Hdlec—VLSUdl
Matching Test (T); Multiple Categcrlzatlon Test (T); Object=Picture
Categorization Test (T); Rod and Frame Test (T).

C~9-1: Structure of Intellect (TP); TV Testing (TP); Cognitive Aspects

of Le Learning (TP); Cogniticm, General (0bP); Block-Design Test (T); Cognitive
Abilities Test (T); Coloured Progressive Matrices (T); Foster Mazes (T);
Johns Hopkins Perceptual Test (T); Let's Look at Children (T): Porteus

Maze Tests (T). Some of these are good indicators of g as well as measures
of differentiable components of intelligence,

12
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C=9=2: Piagetian Concepts (TE); Coznition, Fiaget (ObP); Concept As=
sessment Kit==Conservation {T): Conservation Pictures Taest (T); Sce also
€=2-1 through C-2-~5,

A-1, A-2: Aggression {ObP); Ascendance (ObP); Dominance/Submission (0bP).

A-3, A-4 (No objective): Classrocem Climate (TP); See related material

in A-48 and A-49.
A-5: Imitation (ObP); See also P-7-2.

A-6, A-11: Sex-Typing (TP); Sex-Typing (0bP); Toy Preferences (TP);
IT i3cale for Children (T): Structured Doll Play Test (T); Toy Preference
Test (T).

A-7, A-9, A-14, A-43: Controls (TP); Resistance to Temptation (TP);
Following Instructions (ObP); Guilt Assessments (TP); Delayed Recall

of Designs (T); Design Recognition Test (T); Draw a Line Test (T); Form
Board (T); Haptic-Visual Matching Test (T); Motoric Inhibitions Test (T);
Motor Steadiness Battery for Children (T) to deteet impulsivity; '"Re=-
flectivity-impulsivity'" from Cincinnati Autonomy Test Batiery (T); Walk
a Line Slowly Test (T). Carefully selected projective techmiques may be
appropriate here~-see Projection, general (TP).

Dependency, Attaclment (ObP).

A=-10: Adult Rele {TP); Q-Sort (TP); Autonomy (0ObP); Detachment (ObP);

Leadership (0ObP); Maturity (ObP); Behavior Inventory: Head Start (T);

Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery {(T); Maxfield-Bucholz Scale of Social
S, Maturity (T).

mﬁ%“

s,

A-12, A-13: Cooperation Devica (TP); Empathy (TP); Social Interaction
(TP); Extraversion/Introversion (OLP); Prosccial Behaviors (ObP).

A=-14: See A-7.

13
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A=15 (No objective): Cain=-Levine Social Competerncy Scale (T); Calif-
ornia Preschool Social Competency Scale (T); Inventory of Socialization
of Bilingual Children (T); Kohn Social Competence Scale; Preschool At~
tainment Record (T); Vineland Social Maturity Scale (T).

Aflé: Color Meaning Awareness Test (T); Racial Awareness Test; Lstvan,
1959--8; Estvan, 1965; Story Retelling Technique (TP).

A-18 (No objective): Primary Academic Sentiment Scale (T); PROSE (TP);
Weikart Educational Attitude Test (T).

A-19: Egocentrism and Private Speech (TP); Social Expectations Scale (TP);
Cruise, 1966,

A-20 (No objective): A Book About Me (T); Perceptions of Adult Role (T);
S50cial Ability (TP).

A-21: Person Preference (ObP): Socicmetric Picture Display Device (TP);
Picture Sociumetric Technique (T); Play Situation Picture=Board Socio-
matric (T); Reputation Among Peers (T).

A~22, A-23: Emotional Communication (ObP); Emotion Recognition Task (T).

A-24 to A-26, A-29 to A-32, A-41: Dispenser Device (TP); Discrimination
Learning (TP); Reinforcement Delay (TP); Delay of Gratification Task (T);
Mischel Technique (T); Social Reinforcement (TP); Teacher Behavior (TP);
Aspiration, Achievement Orientatiom (ObP); Gumpgookies (T); Children's
Locus of Control-External (T).

A-27, part of A-31: Stimulus Variation (TP); Curiosity and Exploratory

Behavior (0bP); Children's Reactive Curiosity Scale (T); Curiosity Box (T),

A-28: Thematic and Stylistic Preferences (TP); Group Test of Color/Form
Preferential Behavior (T); Stroop-Like Color/Form Task (T)}; See also
A-18, A-21, A-27.

A+29 to A=32: See A-24 to A-26.

A-33 to A-34, A-39 to A-40, A-42, A-45: Emotional Reactions (TP); Emotion-
ality (ObP); subtestsof Bristol Social~Adjustment Guides (T); Rating Form
for Fear (T); Sarason-Type Anxiety Rating Scale (T); Temperament (CbP);

14




Adaptive Behavior to Demands (0ObP); Inventory of Factors Affecting Test
Performance (T).

A-35, C=3: Creativity (ObP); Divergent Thinking (TP); Structured Play
(TP); Children's Individual Test of Creativity (T); Cincinnati Autonomy
Test Battery (T), parts; Gross Geometric Forms (T); Minmesota Tests of
Creative Thinking (T); Mother Goose Problems Test (T); Originality Test
(T); Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (T); Ward Creativity Tests (T).

A-36, A-17: Self Concept (TP); Self Concept (ObP); Brown IDS Self Concept
Referents Test (T); Experimental Photographic Self-Concept Test (T);
Illinois Test of Self-Derogation (T); Inferred Self-Concept Judgment Scale
(T); Measurement of Self-Concept in Kindergarten Children (T); Preschool
Self-Concept Pictures Test (T); Self Concept Rating Scale (T); Self Concept
Silhouettes (T); Self Social Constructs Test (T); Thomas Self-Concept
Values Test (T),

A-37: Cattell and Peterson, 1959; Damarin and Cattell, 1968; Schachter,
Cooper, and Gordet, 1968; Personality, Global (ObP); Ego Development

Stages (TP); California Test of Personality (T): Personality Evaluation
Form (T); when available, Preschool Personality Questionnaire (1); Merrill-
Palmer Personality Rating Scale (T). Carefully selected projectives may

be appropriate here--see Projection, general (TP).

A=38: ©Psychiatric Evaluation (TP); Adjustment (ObP); Desirable/Undesirable
Behaviors (ObP); Bristol Social-Adjustment Guides (T); Detroit Adjustment
Inventory (T); Devereux Elementary School Problem Behavior Rating (T):
Early-Ad justment-To-School Scale (T); Haggerty-Olson-Wickman Behavior

Rating Schedules (T); Kohn Problem Checklist (T); Nursery School Adjustment
Scale (T); Personal-Social Adjustment Rating Scales (T); Preschool Teachers
Rating Scale (T); Process for In-School Screening (T); Symptom Checklist (T).
Carefully selected projectives may fit here--see Projection, general (TP),
but overt behavior has the highest known validity. This is especially

true of overt interpersonal behavior.

A-39, A~40: See A-33.

A-43: See A~-7.

15
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A=44: Children's Stories (TP); Dramatic Play (TP); Doll Play (iP); Play
(TP); Play Therapy (TP); Projection, general (TP); Proiective Play (TP);
Thematic and Stylistiec Preferences (TP). '

A=45: See A-33,
A=46  (No objective).
A=47: See A-8.

A-48 to A=49 (No objective): Children Rearing Practices (TP); Environmental
and Ecological Analysis (TP); Family Characteristics (TP); Parental
Teaching and Interacting (TP); Social Stratification (TP); Social Status
Scale (T); Social Stratification Guidelines (T); Attiiudes Toward Parental
Control of Children (T); Education Attitude Survey (T); Family Adjustment
Test (T); Family Relations Test (T); Maryland Parent Attitude Survey (T);
Modified PARI for Mothers and Fathers (T); Mother-Child Relationship
Evaluation (T); OEOQ Parent Activity Form (T); Parent Attitude Inquiry {(T):
Parent Attitude Research Instrument (T); Parental Role Questionmaire (T);
Parent's Expectation Inventory (T); Permissiveness Scales (T); Racial
Attitudes of Parents (T); Sex~-Rcle Attitude Test, Parcnts (T); Teacher
Irritability Scale (T); "This I Believe" Test (T); Winterbottom Scale (T).

16



14

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTﬁER DEVELOPMENT OF MEASURES
FOR DETERMINING TERMINAL DEVELOPMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

In the foregoing section, some deliberate heaping up of asseasment
procedures has been accomplished in order to anticipate and support the
following statement: mno creation of new measures of terminal develop-
mental characteristics at governmental expense is warranted except in a
few areas that can be clearly pointed un by reference to the preceding
section. This must be quickly qualified, Lowever, with the statement:
but much systematic effort is justified in the further validation and norm-
ing of existing measures, The prese : chaotic state of rhe measurement
side of early childhood evaluation could be reduced to a new orderliness
in the service of programs and the advancement of knowledge, if sufficient
national investment were made in a plan like that outlined below. This
gsection is deliberately focused upon product evaluation measures, in
keeping with the contractual agreement. Similar forays could also be
made into objectives formulation and the process of objectives implemen-
tation, but time denies extensive attention to them here,

First, however, some remarks will be directed against commonly pre-
vailing test development assumptions and practices which seem to have
contributed directly to the present state of affairs. For several
generations the pattérn of norming for tests, which were destined for
broad public acceptance, has been to administer them to a stratified
sample, constituted in representative proportions relative to some census
figures or estimates., Short cut approximations have alsc been attempted,
but without challenge to the underlying assumptions of representative

norming., This practice presumably guarantees the quality of the test and
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its appropriateness for administration to the entire universe represented
by that sample. Within thic framework, separate reporting of central
tendency and dispersion, reliability and validity for subgroups of the
nerming sample has been almost unheard of. But it is difficult to imagine
under what conditions any sizeable group of investigators or practitioners
could or should be interested in the statistical artifacts produced by
this approach to norming tests, Who is interested in the datum that
IQ 100 is the mean of the population, when a sample of it has been con-
stituted in this census-proportional manner? Some govermmental agencies
appear to desire this kind of diffuse, overall effectiveness answer, but
to give it is to obscure more than one uncovers, Or, more germanely,
what is the meaning of a deviation from this arbitrary population mean
for a given child--since his relevant demogmaphic comparison group is
nowhere reported upon in the statistics of the :est? It is strange indeed
that supposed measures of individual differences have been developed in
such disregard for the foundations of differential psychology. Children
liffer because they come from different demographic backgrounds., Their
progress is best gauged relative to the conditiae that obtain in their
wn cases, Thus, particularly when one moves into the area of evaluating
the attaimment of educational cbis:tives, the needed yardstick of progress
Ls not to be found in ever so many standardized tests however good their
tem validity. Thelr failure arises from persistent misconceptions of
-he purposes to which sampling theory can be turned and the legitimate
limits of population description.

Rather than to raim further blows upon this unwieldly beast--~the
-est normed on a sample representative of the total population-=-it is well

0 look at some byproducts of thiis approach to measurement development.
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Mumerous investigators, who have despaired of finding relevant measures
of certain constructs for the particular demographic subgroups that they
were studying, have spawned an ever widening array of poorly validated
instrusents about which only the spottiest of information is available.
And, often to the credit of the investigators' daring, these few-time~
used tests have indeed proved more suitable to the samples studied than
have their revered, standardized competitc . The argument here is,
nevertheless, not against normative tests; it is against those conditions
which force evaluators and researchers into the position of having to
develop their own tests to obtain subpopulation validity,

An obvious but unused alternative would be to norm a to-be-standardized
test on all potential populations rather than on the artifactual overall
population. How refreshing it would seem to turn at will in the manual
of any cognitive or psychomotor or affective test to the section dealing
with that particular population of children with which one is most nearly
concerned. That subsets of an aggrepate may behave quite differently
under varying conditions is taken for granted in the physical sciences
to the extent that separate tables are prepared for different solvents
and different perfommance curves are charted for differ{mg atmospheric
conditions. Yet with something 25 complex as individual humans, the un-
tenable tendency persists of lumping all iogether.

Take as a starting point for the required information breakdown
some expanded form of those demographic subgroupings which have been
used throughout this project, i.e., age, ethnicity, and socioeconomic
status. To these one would surely wish to add sex, possibly an inner
city-~rural-suburban split, and such others as some expert panel of demo-

graphers, differential psychologists and sociologists, census analysts,
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and experts in comparative education might agree upon as minimal. At
this point one could identify those subsets of the total pcpulation to be
represented in a norming procedure--except that they would not again be
sampled proportionately but in such numbers as to provide stable estimates
of each subpopulstion's parameters for some given assessment device.
Further, these data should be gathered on untreated or typically treated
samples of the subpopulations. If reactivity to being treated is con-
sidered a fundamental problem in assessment==-and it shuuld be=-then one
would better arrange for the administration of a standardized "reactive
treatment' to his samples throughout the period of their participation
in norming. Resulls would be reported in the manual of each instrument
dccording to some minimal subpopulatiens list, if the instrument were
to be considered of acceptable comprehensiveness for use in educational
outcomes assessment, Undoubtedly this would be a windfall to all in-
vestigators of child development as well. If the physica® sciences
recognize in excess of 100 elements, each having its own legitimate ex-
istence, should not the himan sciences begin to consider alternatives to
their single element appreoach to describing and measuring humans?

This kind of assessment norming should be conducted for at least
one procedure or device in each of the areas in which educational objectives
are presently justified for five-year-olds in Report IiI; Part A. Pre-
liminary comparative study of multiple measures will often be required
prior to the norming stage. Further, it should not be construed that a
single measure will suffice for all demographic subgroupings. In some
cases different instruments may be retained because they measure the same

characteristic better in differing demographic subgroups. Informed

<0



measurement has ofien used different devices for different applications
to produce equivalent estimates.

If all of this were accomplished, the result would yet be somewhat
unsatisfactory without attention to across-time trends (i.e., longitudinal
samples) within subpopulations for a given measure., The frequency of
these across-time samplings should be spaced so as to correspond, for
educational purposes, to those curricular change intervals at which it
will likely be necessary to assess the effects of short-temm iterven. Jnsa.
Four or s5ix week intervals mizht seem desirable to fit whateve; con-
tingencies arise in opexating programs. Longer term interventions may
require for their assessment only the accumulation or trend of these
shorter-interval periods. That is, the differential between two age
points would serve as an index for longer~term educational outcomes.

The purpose of establishing tables of across=time trends for subpopulations
is to free the program evaluator of some of the usual,; costly, and perhaps
insurmountable burdens of his role.

How this is accomplished is apparent when one considers the impli-
cations of across-time, normative, subpopulation sampling in the standard=-
ization of a test. Having such availableaa program evaluator could now
determine the significance of a treatment without recourse to the often
unavailable control group., He would in effect be making comparisons
of his treated group to normative, subpapulati@ﬁ growth trends to which
undifferentiated reactive treatment effects had been experimentally
added at the time of standardization, That educational treatment would
be considered successful which resulted in a significant upward departure

from the pertinent growth trend, over the interval of the treatment.
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Groups entering a treatment at a level above or below their subpopulation
growth curve would be analyzed for significant upward departure from the
trend, with reference to their own starting level. Original experimental
control over reactive effects would rule them out as an alternate hypo-
thesis to the program's contention that it was affecting children's
development,

At this point the reader is perhaps impressed both with the ad-
vantages over present practices and with the potential high cost of
establishing such test norms. Despite possible misgivings on the latter
count, a cost anatysis study would undoubtedly show a net cost benefit
to public education in the long run from (1) the reduction of continuing
fixed costs oF control group selection and testing, (2) the improved
quality of decision making made possible by more reliable evaluation, and
{(3) the diminished need to make agonizing decisions about who shall and
shall not (i.e., as treatment and control groups) receive some promising
educational commnodity! The break-even point, from such an investment
in better and more relevant norms, would surely come soon enough to
provide the hoped for cost benefits-«even in the event that it should
prove necessary to renoom tests in this way about every five years.
Clearly what is vecommended is a vast infusion of govermmental support
into a chaotic but basically sound test development market, The infusion
shouid, however, not be undifferentiated but precisely targeted for cri-
terion accowplishments. General calls for new measures in this or that
domain for five—yeéfwalds is absolutecly unwarrantad, according to the
aggregated evidence of the "Matches'" section of this report,

It will, nevertheless, be insufficient to call for refinements and

norming of existing tests without & coordinated empirical effort to establish
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the subpopuiation construct validity of those developmental measures
wvhich are selected for field resting, Such a federal effort could pro-
bably be coordinated to supply the missing across-domain correlational
information which was pointed out in Reports I and II as a major .now-
ledge gap. For the foregoing reasons, this norming must be carried out
by test construction experts working collaboratively with chilé develop=~
ment experts and others. The level of technology in both of these dis-
ciplines appears high enough to warrant the confidence implied by the
large scale effort recummended here, These disciplines unfortunately
lack a history of closely collaborative effort. To offset this, it is
recommended that any initial contracts be awarded to groups demonstrating
their capéciﬁy to work collaboratively and productively across these
disciplinary “ines. Such initial validity studies should be conducted
in close conjunction with ongoing early childhood programs which involve
children from the diverse demographic backgrounds with which U.5.0.E.

is ultimately concerned.

This plea for a symbiotic linkage between measurement research and
ongoing programs echoes our remarks in Report I to this effect. A greater
contemporary contribution by the child development-measurement team to
the program's daily formative evaluation would complete such symbiotic
ties by making this evaluative effort (1) coatribute directly to in-
struction and by (2) informing the test developers more precisely of the
characteristics of the children for whom they are developing summative
devices. Continuing the present extrinsic and potentially exploitive
relation of research to ongoing programs would, on the other hand, surely
guarantee perpetuation of data gathering problems that is presently

expensive and destructive of our best efforts to understand children
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better, See in justification of this recommendation a sensitive ex-

f ET3's efforts bto work preoduciively within the current, less-
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than~workable framework of relations between research and programs,
{Educational Testing Service, 1969--5).
Even given all cof the foregoing improvements, local adaptations of

evaluation will still be warranted. Such adaptations ought only to be

made according to recommended guidelines. Educational Testing Service

currently offers a package of materials for preparing teachers and other

Fy

school persennel to construct their own tests. They along with other
major test publishers, some educational laboratories, and some private

praducers of instructional materials now offer extensive consultation

services in support of local test modification and production efforts.

14

What is needed is a comprehensive set of guidelines establishing the limits
and allowable practices of local school organizations in their adaptation

riterion tests that have been adopted by the U, 5. 0ffice of Education
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as parts of their cost accountability--program effectiveness system. The

conzept of nomming components tests rather that omnibus tests (i.e.,

favoring those of greater factorial unity) would make much easier the

making of decisions of when to allow the broadening or narrowing of an
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adopted evaluatlion device in the inte:
with these recommendations, local districts may need aven more Lo receive
consultation and specific guidance in their preparation of objectives
and their evaluaticn of implementation, because product evaluation of
necessity assumes but leaves untested the adequacy of these antecedent

processes. And again a more integral connection between programs and

measurement research efforts could provide new answers to these needs,

O

ERIC 24

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-



[EN]
[ES]

If the development of new tests is warranted, it is in theose areas
where programs make promises to affect the child in ways which they claim
are not adequately assessable by present methods, While these claims
are not necessarily evasive (although one can hope that the preceding
section on "Matches'" will discourage some uninformed claims about the
elusiveness of particular outcomes), they do deserve careful scrutiny in
an era of increased cost sensibility. For this cause, it is recrmmended
that a formal screening procedure be established in U.S_DfEi whereby
those making such claims regarding their programs may submit them to
unusually gqualified scrutiny, without prejudice, as a part of the process
whereby proposals are reviewed, Those responsible for such a screening
procedure should be prepared tv (1) recommend suitable measures subject
to the contract bidder's further examination and possible acceptance
or (2) recommend concurrent studies of new measures to be conducted during
the course of the prograﬁs

Objectives areas in which instrumentation appears to be clearly
inadequate, to the extent of making new instruments welcome additions
are: P-3-2 for parental completion or for teacher interview of parent;
C-1; A-22 and A-23; and A-28, Further ir strumentation in P-1 and P-5
seems desirvable and might lead to enough additional knawledge to warrant
formulating objectives. In P-8 and A=46 there is an almost total silence
in the literature, suggesting that procedures for measuring these child
characteristics would be first steps toward understanding them, The
exclusion of other areaz does not imply uniformly satisfactory measure-
ment but only that existing approaches are worthy of furiher validation

study, No intent exisis to discourage new measurement work in these
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other areas. 1In fact, it is to be encouraged specifirally under the
conditions mentioned in the following paragraph.

Another area in which new measures might be justified would be in
the reduction of the Technical Procedures and Observational Procedures
of Report III, Part B to forms which could more readily be used by in-
school persomnel. Some admirable examples of progress in just this kind
of translarion process are evident in recent test developments related
to language, self-concept, internal controls, information processing
styles, conceptual behavior, and global aspects of perscnality among
five-year-olds.

If all of the above-recommended, measurement-related functions are
not to result in a proliferation of uncoordinated subagency efforts within
U.S.0.E., then the creation of an office responsible for and empowered
to coordinate such efforts would seem a priority--that is, U,S5.0.E.
needs a measurement and evaluation team capable of coordinating these
functions and contracting for new work in support of detected program
needs for measurement development,

Finally, the process of assessment delivery itself deserves systematic
attention. Considerable evidence has been adduced in a growing literature
favoring the ccnciusicﬁ that the conditions of testing can be so managed
as to enhance or depress differentially the performance of warious sub-
groups of children. Several representative selections from that Titer-
ature are listed in Appendix D of this report. They are easily identi-
fied by the manifest content of their titles, so are not listed separately
here. A report to evaluators and practitioners, based on this literature,

should be prepared drawing particular attention to the known effects of
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varying testing conditions upon particular demographic subgroups (i,e.,

a critical and synthetic review of this literature). Such & report

might do much to offset some continuing abuses of testing with children
from minority groups and further insure more believable evaluations,

The preparation of such a report in language and style compatible with
field distribution should be viewed as a priority recommendation. Too
much is known now to assume that all children can be subjected to the
same assessment procedures with equivalent results, The patent frivolity
of such a suggestion as regards five-year-olds makes a proros the inclusion
of this recommendation in this fipal report., Further, the possibility of
usiﬁg the testing situation to teach children responsiveness to cognitive
demands and to impart test-wiseness ought not to be overlooked, Some
compensatory programs secm not to have been highly successful in these
very respects.,

The recommendations as given above have pointed out a new direction
for U.S5.0.E. pertaining to the norming of evaluation instruments and to
the possible contribution that such norming could make if careful at-
tention were directed to demographic subgroup sampling and reporting in
test manuals. It has further been shown how across-time, normative,
subpopulation standardization of tests could be conducted without in-
creasing (and probably by actually reducing) the current national cost
of evaluation. Except for the few designated areas cited, the need for
developing new tests has been found to be less urgent than the standard-
ization and demographic norming of existing tests. These recommendations
have been made after careful scrutiny of both evaluation instruments and
developmental characteristics of five-year-old children and, therefore,

warrant careful consideration.
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Circle Code Abstract Sheet (Abstract #

PP, Ry f:\:
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lst Author Affiliation or Address

Title e _ -

Publisher or Publication

Volume=-date-pages (or document source) -

Research setting _ o ) o

C.6 Negro Age 3=1; 4=2; Nusery School=3;5=4; Headstart & Kindergarten-5; 3,4=6;
4,5=7; 3,4,5=8; over 5=9

NS's__ s e
C.7 Anglo Age 3=1; 4=2; Nursery School=3; 5=4; Headstart & Kindergarten=5;
3,4=6; 4,5=7; 3,4,5=8; over 5=9
NS'S,T,, S e ———————— e Y
C.8 Spanish Surname Age 3=1; 4=2; Nursery School=3; 5=4; Headstart &
Kindergarten=5; 3,4=6; 4,5=7; 3,4,5=8; over 5=9

NS's ) s _ o .

€.9 Indian Age 3=1; 4=2; Nursery SEhoDI%;; 5=4; Headstart & Kindergarten=35;
3,4=6; 4,5=7; 3 4,5=8; over 5=9
NS's R S .

- 3,4=6; 4,5=7; 3,4,5=8; over 5=9
NS sf, N e , _

C.10 Mixed 3=1; 4=2; Nursery 8chool=3; 5=4; Headstart & Kindergarten=5;
7

C.11 Socio Economic Level (Guide #2) Hi=4, Med=3, UL=2, LL=1, Mixed=35
Al. School Type Nursery School, Klndergarten, Day Care, Headstart, Other
A2. Rationale Criterion groups, conforms to theoretical position,
correlates with existing measure,

Gel12,13 Year Standardized If Available= » If Not Available=Blank

C.l4 Scored by: Machine=1l, Hand direct=2, Hand converted=3, Mixed=4,
Reusable=

C.1l5 Scoring Service Available Yes=1 No=2

C,16 Score Conversicm Tables Yes=l1 No=2

C,17 Administration Group Size: Individual=1l; 2=3=2; 4-6=3; 6-10=4;
10-15=5; over 15=6; mixed=7 v

C,18 Administered by classroom teacher=lj Ieacher with mwoderate training=2;
== Specialist=3; Mixed=4; Parents=5
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Cs19 Test Type Individual Manipulatives=1; Visuals=2; Systems=3; Mixed=4;
Auditory=5

€.20 Response type oral=l; mark=2; arrange=3; point=4; mixed=5

Ce2l Timed Yes=1 No=2 - (Amt.)___

Cp34,35, .36 Measurement (Cognitive, See Guides)

Co37-38;39-40:41-42 Measurement {Affective, See Guides)

Co43;44,45 Measurement (Psychomotor, See Guides)

Continuation cols: cognitive measurement 46, 47, 48
affective measurement 49=50, 51-52, 53-54

psychomotor measurement 55, 56, 57
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APPENDIX B B-1

Coding Guides

Guide #1
(Columns 34 to 57)
Categories for the Constructs and Behaviors Measurad
(Cols, 34, 35, 36, 46, 47, 48--Cognitive)
Ability: specific
Attentional processes (selective, directed, set)

Concepts (categorizatiom, classification, similarity matching,
labelling, concept attainment)

Creative processes (imagination, intuition, creative play) (See
also Psychomoicr: 1)

Intellipence: peneral (verbal, nonverbal)
Language (excluding sound produc.ion) (See also Psychomotor: 7)

Mediational processes (information processing, mediated generaliization,
sequencing in idea production, higher associative procegses)

Memory (serial, paired associate, general content)

Perceptual (sensory coordination, perception of sequential events,
cognitive styles, recognition, closure, flicker fusion) (See also
Psychomotor: 4)

Plagetiian tasks and related general cognitive-theory based tasks

(sensory-tonic field theory, Gesellian, Problem solving)

(Cols. 43, 44, 45, 55, 56, 57--Psychomotor

Balance, movement, and coordination (Static or Dynamic, with or with-
out apparatus, gross motor, kinesics)

Construction with manipulables (See also Cognitive: 3)
Dominance, handedness, laterality, eye dominance
Crowth and maturation (skeletal age, somatic proportions)

Perceptual-motor (fine motor, drawing, copying, hand-eye coordination,
sensory and motor aspects of perception) (See also Cognitive: 8)
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le
17

18
19
20
21
22

23

24
25
26
27
28

Play

Self-care activities (dressing, toileting, grooming, feeding)
Speech: Motor aspects (See also Cognitive: 3)

Vitality (endurance, fatigue, recovery)

(Open Category)

(Cols. 37-38, 39-40, 41=42, 49~50, 51-52, 53~54-=-Affective)
Social behaviors

Aggression / Empathy

Dominance / Submission / Resistance / Assertiveness

Situational factors maintaining interpersonal behavior

Familial factors maintaining or teaching interpersonal behavior
Imitation and vicarious imitatien

Identification and imitation / Role taking

Resistance to temptation / Dependency / Leniency toward dishonesty
Dependency

Transgression related behaviors (guilt, dafenses)

Maturity / Responsibility / Self-directed behaviors / Autonomy /
Competence

Sex-typing

Pro-social approach / Cooperation / Sharing / Generosity
Introversion~extroversion

Conformity / Acquiescence-negativism

Social 8kills / Knowledge of social skills

Social perceptions and communications

Abstract awareness of ethmicity, SES

Self-awareness with reference to categorical membership or face-
to-face other-awareness

Perceptions of school and learning

Abstraction in social reference, social desirability

Social perceptions, other

Social preference / Sociometry

Emotional communication

Awareness of affect

Motivation

Threats / Punishment

Failure / Success / Frustration / Behavior constraints

Rewards / Reward schedules / Delay of reward

Stimulus variation / Novelty / Complexity / Expectancy violation
History of preferential behavior / Interests / Attitudes / Values
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29  Types and agents of rewards / Attention holders / Secondary
reinforcers

30 Peer maintenance of behavior

31 Higher needs, motives (achievement, affiliation, curiosity)

32 Teacher maintenance of behavior (e.g., by attention)

Intra-psychic factors

33 Neuroticism versus acting out

34 Orderliness

35 Creativity / Playfulness / Tolerance of ambiguity

36 Self concept (apart from social position) / Body image

37 General personality (test or rating scale) / Morality

38 School, social or personal adjustment

39 Activity level or energ

40 Characteristic emotional state / Mood / Stress reactions /
Tension release

41 Locus of control

42  Reactivity to stimulation (threshold, intensity)

43  Inhibitory behaviors / Inner controls / Im,.ulsivity

44  Fantasy content

45 Responses to cognitive demands / Task persistence

46  Humor

47 Attachment / Detachment

Social-cultural-familial influences

48 On program related gains
49  On general development

Guide #2
(Column 11}
Socioeconomic Level

Code

4 Upper - Children of administrators, executives, higher level pro-
fessionals, entertainers, military commanders, higher level politi-
cians, independently wealthy. Many samples designated "high'" are
really middle class. Income will not be used, since the index
varies from time to time,

3 Middle - Small business owners, foremen, white collar workers,
larger farm operators, middle and lower level professionals, some
service workers (more subtle factors separate these into UL and
Middle), technicians, engineers, These persons are usually salaried.

2 UL - Upper lower class - blue collar workers (may have as high or
higher income than white collar but are "working class'" oriented),
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small farmer, tradesmen, semi-skilled, many service workers (Cuges
laundry, food service), truckers. These persons usually work for
wages. Some of the '"technically" disadvantaged fit here,

LL - Lower lower class - unskilled, unskilled or minimally skilled
workers, the unemployed, many of the disabled, the tenant farmers,
rigrants, welfare families. Lower lower is perhaps best understood

as involving a style of life created by the uncertainties and tensions
of poverty and the traits of instability, restlessness, external

locus of control, apathy, and a sense of powerlessness.
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Directory of Publishers

Publisher

Adkins, Dorothy C.

Allen, Doris Twitchell

Allen, Robert 1.

Allyn and Bacon, Inc,

imbco Electronics, Inc,

Amarican Foundation for the
Blind, Inc.

American Guidance Service

American Optical Company

American Orthopsychiatric
Assgociation, Inc,

Appalachia Educational Laboratory

Australian Council for
Educatlonal Research

Badger Tests Co., Ltd.

Baisden, Joyce B.

Baltimore City Public Schools

Address

College of Education
University of Hawaii
1776 U Avenue

Hooolulu, Hawali 96822

2447 Clybourn Place
Cincinnati, Ohio 45219

Tempe Wick Road
Morristown, New Jersey 07960

150 Tremont Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02111

1222 West Washington Blvd.
los Angeles, California 90007

15 West 16th Street
New York, New York 10011

Publishers Building
Circle Pines, Minnesota 55014

Vision Park
Southbridge, Massachusetts 01550

1790 Broadway
New York, Wew York 10019

Charleston, West Virginia 25321

9 Frederick Street
Hawthorn, Victoria, Australia 3122

17-18 St. Dunston's Hill
London E,..C. 2j.England

2021 East Lemo#Heights Drive
S8anta Ana, Califormia 92705

Bureau of Educational Testing
Administration Building
Calvert and 23rd Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21418
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Bausch and Lomb, Inc.
Beller, E. Xuno
Betts, G, L.
Bobbs=-Merrill

Brandt, Richard

Brigham Young University
(See University Press)
The Brora Centre

Burdock, E. I.

Bureau of Educational Measurement
Bureau of Publications
(See Teachers College Press)

Caldwell, Bettye

California Test Bureau
Cal-State Bookstore

Campus Publishers

Campus Stores

Carlson, Rae

Rochester, New York 14602

Department of Psychology
Temple University
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191272

1035 Reedy Avenue
Reedley, California 93654

4300 East 62nd Streat
Indianapolis, Indiana 46206

Professor cf Education
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901

245 Davenport Road
Toronto 180, Canada

Biometrics Research

State of New York Deptartment of
Mental Hygiene

722 West 168th Street

New York, New York 10032

Kansas State Teachers College
Emporia, Kansas 66801

Center for Early Education and
Development

814 Sherman

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202

Del Momte Research Park
Monterey, California 93940

25776 Hillary Street
Hayward, California 94542

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

University of Iowa
Iowa City, Iowa 52240

5454 Wisconsin Avenue
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20015
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Cerebral Palsy Revisw
Cervenka, Edward John

Child Guidance Clinic
Chronicle Guidance Publications, Inc.

Cincinnati Public Schools

follege Printing and Typing Company

Colvin, Ralph

Committee on Diagnostic Reading
Tests, Inc,.

Consulting Psychologists Press
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Crabtree, Margaret

Department of Instruction

‘Deutsch, Martin

The Devereux Foundation Press

Dockar-Drysdale, B, E.
Early Childheod Research Center

EDCODYNE
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Institute of Logopedics Inc.
2400 Jardine Drive
Wichita, Kansas 67219

Teachers College
Columbia University
New York, New York 10026

Mooseheart, Illinois 60539

tioravia, New York 13118

Division of Program Research and

Design
Department of Instruction
Cincinnati, Ohio 42502

Madison, Wisconsin 53701

Child Welfare League of America, Inc.
44 gFast 23rd Street
New York, New York 10010

Meuntain Home, North Carolina 28758
577 College Avenue
ralo Alto, California 94306
P, 0. Box 83

Larchmont, New York 10538

10133 Bassoon

Houston, Texas 77025

Cincinnati Public Schools
Cincinnati, Ohio 45201

465 West End Avenue
New York, New York 10024

Devon, Pennsylvania 192333

Mulbexry Bush School

Standlake, Oxfordshire, England

1063 Gayley Avenue
Los Angelas, California 90024

3724 West Chapin Avenue
Orange, California 92666
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Educational and Industrial Testing

Service

Efucational Service Company

Educational Test Bureau

Educational Testing Service

Ellinwood, Beverly W,

Escalona, Sibylle K.

ETS (See Educational Testing
Service)

Expression Company

Feldman, Bernard

Feldmann, Shirly C.

Fels Research Institute

Follett Publishing Company

Freeman Technical Associates

Rgberticibscn and Sons (Glasgow),
Ltd. ’

Griffin-Pattarson Co., Inc,

Gross, Ruth B.

P. 0. Box 7234
San Diego, Califcrnia 92107

P. O. Box 188
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49501

Division of American Guidance
Service, Inc.

720 Washington Avenue, S, E.

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414

Princeton, New Jersey 08540

Specialist

Bureau of Instructional Research
Baltimore City Public Schools
2330 st, Paul Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21218

Albert Emnstein College of Medicine
Department of Psychiatry

Eastchester Road and Morris Park Avenue
Bronx, New York 10461

Magnolia, Massachusetts 01931

1531 stanford Avenue :
Redondo Beach, California 90278

3333 Henry Hudson Parkway
Bronx, New York 10463

Antioch College
Yellow Springs, Ohio 45387

1010 West Washington Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 606067

1206 Benjamin Franklin Drive
Sarasota, Florida 33577

2 West Regent Street
Clasgow, C. 2, Scotland

544 West Colorado Blvd.
Glendale, California 91204
Central Psychiatric Clinie

Cincinnati General Hospital
Cincinnati, Ohio 45229

37



Grune and Stratton, Inc.

Guidance Centre

Guidance Testing Associates

C. S. Hammond and Company

Harcourt, Brsce, and World, Inc.

Harcourt, Brace, and Jovancvich
(See Harcourt, Brace, and
World)

George C,. Harrup and Company, Ltd.

Harvard University Press

Hellersberg, Elizabeth F.

Hiskey, M. S.

Houghton Mifflin Company

Houston Test Company

Institute for Personality and
Ability Testing

Joel, Walther

Johns Hopkins Press

Journal of Clinical Psycﬁelégy

381 Parle Avenue, Sonrth
New Yoric, New York 10015

Ontaric College of Education,
University of Toronto

371 Blor Street, West

Toronto 5, Ontario, Canada

6516 Bhirley Avenue
Austin, Texas 78752

Maplewood, New Jersey 07040

755 Caldwell Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60648

182 Bigh Holborn
London, We C. 1, England

79 Garden Street
Cambridge, Massachusects 02138

P. 0. Box 104
Harvard, Massachusetts 01451

15th and Vine
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

110 Tremont Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02107
also:

1900 South Batavia Avenue

Geneva, Illinois 60134

P. 0. Box 35152
Houston, Texas 77035

1602 Coicnado Drive
Champaign, Illinois 61820

11973 Sanvicente Blvd.
los Angeles, California 90049

Homewood
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

4 Conant Square
Brandon, Vermont 05733

38



Karnes, Merle B.

Keystone View Company

Klaus, Rupert

Klove, Hallgrim

Kohn, Martin

Kyle, David

Lafayette Instruments Company

Language Raesearch Associates

H. K. Lewis and Company, Ltd,

J. B. Lippincott Company

E. and S. Livingston, Ltd,

McCandless, Boyd

McDaniel, Elizabeth

Maico Electronics, Inc,

PEECH Project

University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign

403 East Healey Street

Champaign, Illinois 61820

Meadville, Pennsylvania 16335

414 West Clark Blvd.
Murfreesbore. Tennessee 37130

Department of Neurology
Iniversity of Wisconsin
School of Medieine
Madison, Wisconsin 53706

Research Psychologist

The William Alanson White Institute

20 West 74th Street
New York, New York 10023

Institute of Child Study
University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland 20740

North 26th Street and 52 By-Pass
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

950 East 59th Street
Box 95
Chicago, Illinois 60637

136 Gower Street
london, We C. 1, England

East Washington Square
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19105

15-17 Teviot Place
Edinburgh I, Scotland

Psychology Department
Emory University
Atlanta, Georgia 30322
Institute of Aerospace Management -
University of Southern Califormnia
Los Angeles, California 90007

21 North Third Street
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401

39



Merrill-Palmer Institute

Charles E, Merrill Publishing
Company

Methuen and Company, Ltd,.

Miller, James 0.

Mills Center, Inc.

Mitzel, Adele

Montana Reading Clinic Publications

Joseph E, Moore and Associates

Moss, Margaret H.

National Bureau of Educational
and Social Research

National Foundation for Educational
Research (NFER) in England and
Wales

NEA Service Inc.

NFER (See National Foundation for
Educational Research)

North Jorsey Training School

Northway, Mary L.

Office of Child Develepment

71 East Ferry Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48202

1300 Alum Creek Drive
Columbus, Ohie 43216

36 Essex Street, Strand
London, W. C. 2, England

617 East Colorado Avenue
Urbana, Illinois 61801

1512 East Broward Blvd.
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Specialist in Individual Testing
Educational Testing Services
Baltimore City Publiz Schools
Calvert and 23rd Streets
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

517 Rimrock Road
Billings, Montana 59102

4406 Jett Road, Northwest
Atlanta, Georgia 30314

22 Chesterford Gard
London, N. W. 3, England

Department of Education, Arts,
and Science
Private Bag 122
Pretoria, Republic of South Africa

"The Mere", Upton Park

Slougii, Bucks, England

1200 West 3rd Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44113

Totowa, New Jersey 08753

The BRORA Centre
245 Davenport Road
Toronto 180, Canada

Head Start Office

1111 18th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

A0



0liver and Boyd, Ltd,.

Orpet, Russel E,

Ozer, Mark N,

Park, John C. ..

Personnel Press Inc,

Pennsylvania State Universivy

Pikunis, Justin

Preschool Project

Priority Innovations, Inc,

Progrems for Education

Provus, M. M,

Psychodiagnostic Test Company
Psychodynamic Instruments

Psychological Corporation

c-8

Tweeddale Court
14 High Street
Edinburgh 1, Scotland

3511 Fela Avenue
Long Beach, California 90808

Associate Neurologist

Children's Hospital of the District
of Columbia

2125 Thirteenth Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20009

927 Fifteenth Street, N. W.
306 Carry Building
Washington, D. C. 20005 =

20 Nassau Street
Princeton, New Jersey 08540

Audio-Visual Services
6 Willard Building
University Park, Pennsvlvania 16802

Psychology Department
University of Detroit
Detroit, Michigan 48221

Laboratory of Human Development
Graduate School of Education
Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

P. 0. Box 792
Skokie, Illinois 60076

Box 85
Lumberville, Pennsylvania 18933

Pittsburgh Public Schools

341 South Bellefield Avenue
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213

Box 528
East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Box 1221
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

304 East 45th Street
New York, New York 10017

A1

e



Psychological Resecrch and Develop-
ment Corporation

Psychological Test Specialists

The Psychologists and Educators
Press

Pesychometric Affiliates

Pumroy, Dcnald K,

Reitan, Ralph

Research Concepts

Research Division

Risley, Todd

R K A Publishing Company
Rosenzweig, Saul

Ryerson Press

Santa Clara Unified School District

Santostefano, Sebastiano

Sapir, Selma G,

c-9

4:0 West Lalayette Street
Tampa, Florida 33696

Box 144~
Missoula, Montana 59801

419 Pendik
Jacksonville, Illinois 62650

Chicago Plaza
Brookport, Illinois 62910

University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland 20742

Neuropsychology Laboratory
Indiana University Medical Center
1100 West Michigan Street
Indianapolis, Indiana 46207

1362 East Airport Road
Muskegon, Michizan 49444

Bank Street Ccllege of Education
69 Bank Street
New Yor' , iew York 10014

Third and Stewart Street
Kansas City, Kansas 66101

3551 Aurora Circle
Memphis, Tennessee 38111

8029 Washington Street

St. ILouis, Missouri 63114
299 Queen Street, West
Toronto 2 B, Ontario, Canada

1889 Laurence Road
Box 397
Santa Clara, California 95052

82 East Concord Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02118

60 Biltmore Avenue
Yonkers, New York 10710

42



Sassenrath, Julius M.

Schachter, Frances

Scholastic Testing Service
Scientific Publishing Company
Slosson Educational Publications

Southwest Regional Laboratorv
for Educational Research
and Development

Spastic Aid Council, Inec.

Spaulding, Robert

Speech Materials

Starr, Anna Spiesman

Sprigle, Herbert A,

Springer Publishing Company, Inc.

SRA (See Science Research
Associates)

Stanford University Press

Staples Press, Ltd,

StarRWEather? Elizabeth K.

c=10

Department of Education
University of California Davis
Davis, California 95616

Bank Street Colliege of Education
4475 Walde Avenue
Riverdale, New York 10032

430 Meyer Road
Bensenville, Illinois 60106

259 East Erie Street
Chicago, Illinois 60611

2328 Eutaw Place
Baltimore, Maryland 21217

149 Pine Street
East Aurora, New York 14052

11300 La Cienega Blvd.
Inglewood, California 90304
185G Boyer Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98102
2010 Campus Drive

Duke University

Durham, North Carolina 27706

Box 1713
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103

126 Montgomery Street
Highland Park, New Jersey 08904

1936 San Marco Boulevard .
Jacksonville, Florida 32207

200 Park Avenue South
New York, New York 10003

Stanford, California 94305

1-3 Upper James Street
London, W, I., England

Oklshoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074

43



Steck Company

Stern, Carolyn

Co He Stoelting Company

Stogdill, Ralph M.

Superintendent of Documents

Sutton-Smith, Brian

Swets & Zeittinger

Teachers College Pvass

Test Developments

Thomas, Charles C,

Titmus Optical Company, Inc,

Teorrance, E., Paul

University Press

University of Birmingham Institute

of Education

University of Chicago Press
University of Detroit Bookstore

University of Illinois Press

Cc-11

P. O. Box 16
Austin, Texas 78761

10323 lLorenzo Drive
Los Angeles, California 90064

424 North Homan Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60624

3658 Olentangy Blvd,
Columbus, Ohio 43214

U. S. Govermment Printing Office
Washington, D. C. 20402

Psychology Department
Teachers College Columbia University
New York, New York 10027

Keizersgracht 471 & 487
Amsterdam==C, Holland

Teachers College Columbia University
New York, New York 10027

P. 0. Box 167

Burlingame, California 94012
Publisher

327 East Lawrence Avenue
Sprinfield, Illinois 62703
Petersburg, Virginia 23804

Department of Educational Psychology
University of Georgia
Athens, Georgia 30601

Brigham Young University
Provo, Utah 84601

5 Great Charles Street
Birmingham 3, England

5750 Ellis Avenue
fhicago, Illinois 60637

4001 McNichols Road, West
Detroit, Michigan 48221

Urbana, Illinois 61803

44



University of London Press, Ltd,

University of Minnesota Press

Valentine, C, W.

Van Wagenen Psycho-Educational
Research Lasboratories

Volta Bureau

Webster Division, McGraw Hill
(See McGraw Hill)

Weikart, David P.

Welch Allyn, Inc,
Wellesley Public Schools

Western Psychological Services

Westinghouse Learning Corporation

Winkler Publications

WﬂltEng Js Be

World Book Company (See Harcourt,

Brace, and World)

Zimiles, Herbert L.

St. Paul's House

Warwick Square

Lotdon, E. C. 4, England
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

The White House
Wythall, Birmingham, England

1729 Irving Avenue
South Minneapolis, Minnesota 55411

1537 Thirty-Fifth Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20007

1305 Sherman
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197

Skaneateles Falls, New York 13153
Wellesley, Massachusetts 02181

Box 775
Beverly Hills, California 90213

100 Park Avenue
Naw York, New York 10017

15095 Tracey Street
Detroit, Michigan 48227

Groningen, Holland

Bank Street College of Education
128 Fifth Avenue
Nyack, New York 10960

49



APPENDIX D D=-1

Supplementary Bibliography

Ames, Louise Bates, and Others. Child Rorschach Responses: Develop-
mental Trends from Two to Ten Years. New York: Hoeber Division,
Harper and B-others, 1952,

Aronson, E., '"'"The Need for Achievement as Measured by Graphic Expression.”
In J.W. Atkinson, (Ed.), Motives in Fantasy, Action, and Scciety,
Princeton, New Jersey: Van NO;tfand 19858,

Axline, Virginia M. Play Therapy (Revised Edition). New York:
Ballantine Books, 1969,

Bandura, Albert, and Walters, Richard H. Social Learni ng and Personality

Development. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Wlnston, 1963,

Banta, Thomas J. '"Tests for the Evaluation of Early Childhood Education:
the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery.! In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.),
Cognitive Studies, Vol. 1. New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers,
1970, 424-490,

Baumrind, Diana. ''Current Patterns of Parental Authority," Developmental
Peychology Momograph, 1971, 4, (1, Part 2).

Baumrind, Diana. Manual for the Preschool Behavior Q Sort, (Parental

Authorlty Research Project). Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1968,

Bayley, Nancy. '"Consistency and Variability in the Growth of Intel-
ligence from Birth to Eighteen Years," Journal of Genetic Psycho-
logy, 1949, 75, 165-196,

Beller, E. Kuno. '"Teaching Styles and Their Effects on Problem=-Solving
Rehavior in Headstart Programs." 1In Edith Grotberg, (Ed.),
Critical Issues in Research Related to Disadvantaged Chlldren.
Princeton, New Jersey* Educational Test;ng Service, 1969,

Beller, E. Kuno, "The Evaluation of Effects of Early Educational
Intervention on Intellectual and Social Development of Lower-
Class Disadvantaged Children.'" In Edith Grotberg, (Ed.), Critical
Issues in Research Related to Disadvantaged Children. Princeton,

New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 1969,

Bellugi, Ursula, and Brown, Boger, (Eds.). "The Acquisition of
Language,' Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, 1964, 29, (1 Serial No, 92)

Berko, Jean, and Brown, Roger. "Psycholinguistic Research Methods,"
In Paul H, Mussen, (Ed.), Handbook of Research Methods in Child
Development. New York: Wiley, 1960, 517-557.




)
1
[

Bijou, Sidney W., and Baer, Donald M. ''Some Methodological Contri-
butione from a Functional Analysis of Child Development.!" In

Lewis P, Lipsitt and Charles C., Spiker, (Eds.), Advances in Chilc¢
Development and Behavior, Vol. 1. New York: Academic, 1963,
197-231,

Birch, Herbert G., and Gussow, Joan Dye. Disadvantaged Children,
Heaith, Nutrition, and School Failure., New York: Harcourt,
Brace, and World, 1970,

Boger, Robert P., and Ambron, Sueann R. 'Subpopulation Profiling of
the Psychoeducational Dimensions of Disadvantaged Preschool
Children,"” In Edith Grotberg, (Ed.), Critical Issues in Research
Related to Dbisadvantaged Children. Princeton, New Jersey: o
Educational Testing Service, 1969.

Boger, Robert P,, and Cumnningham, Jo Lynn. Differential Sccialization
Patterns of Preschool Children, (OE0 Grant CG=9931). East Lansing,
Michigan: " Michigan State University, 1970.

Boger, Robert P., and Knight, Sarah S. Social-Emotional Task Force
Final Report. East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1969.

Boger, Robert P., and Others. A Classification and Attention Training
Program for Head 3tart Ghlldren, (OEO Contract 4118). East Lansing:
Michigan State University, Head Start Evaluation and Research
Center, 1970.

Brenner, A, 'A New Gestalt Test for Meastring Readiness for School,”
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 1959, 6, 1-25,

Bruner, Jerome S., and Others., Studies in Cognitive Growth. New
York: Wiley, 1966,

Buros, Oscar Kristen. Personality Tests and Reviews. ‘Highland Park,
New Jersey: Gryphen Press, 1970,

Burcs, Oscar Kristen. Reading Tests and Reviews. Highland Park,
New Jersey: Gryphon Press, 1968,

Buros, Oscar Kristen. Tests in Pr;nt. Highland Park, New Jersey:
Gryphon Press, 1961,

Buros, Oscar Kristen. The Sixth Mental Measummess Yearbook., Highland
Park, New Jersey: Gryphon Press, 1965,

Butler, Annie L. "An Evaluation Scale for Four= and Five=Year=01ld
Children," Bulletin of the School of Educatlon; Indiana University,
1965, 41 No. 2.

Butler, Annie L. Current Research in Early Childhood Education: A
Compilation and Analysis for Program Plannars. Washingzton, D. C.:
American Association of Elementary Kindergarten-Nursery Educators,

1970,




D-3

Campbell, Donald T., and Frey, Peter W. "The Implications of Learning
Theory for the Fade-Out of Gains from Compensatory Education.'
In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Cchild: Compensatory

Education, A National Debzte, Vol, 3. “New York: Brunner/Mazel
Publishers, 1970? 455-463,

Cazden, Courtney B. "Subcultural Differences in Child Language:
An Iﬁté*-Disciplinary Review." In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.),
Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early Intervention, Vol., 2.

New York: Brunner/Mazel Publisher, 1968, 217-256,

Church, Joseph., "Techniques for the Differential Study of Cognition
in Early Childhooc." In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Cognitive Studies,
Vol. 1. New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1970, 1-23,

Cromwell, Rue L., Parents Practices Inventory. Unpublished Paper,
January, 1966,

DeHirsch, Katrina, Jansky, Jeanette Jefferson, and Langford, William S,
Predicting Reading Success. New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1966, .

DeVries, Rheta. '"Constancy of Generic Identity in the Years Three to
Six," Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development,
1969 34, (3, Serial Noo 127).

Educational Testing Service. Disadvantaged Children and Their First
Scheol Experience. PR-69-12, Princeton, New Jersey: ETS, 1969.

Educational Testing Service. Resedrch Memorandum: Cognitive Growth

in Preschool Children, RM=-68-13. Princeton, New Jersey: ETS,
1968

Emmerich, Walter. "Parents Identificarion in Young Children," Genetic
Psychology Mongraphs, 1959, 60, 257-308.

Emmerich, Walter. "The Parental Role, A Functional Cognitive Approach,"
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 1969,
34, (8, serial No. 132).

Estvan, Frank J. e Child's World--His Jocial Perception. New York:
Putnam, 1959

Fishman, Joshua A., and Others, "Guidelines for Testing Minority Group
Children," Journma. of Social Issues, 1964, 20, 129-145,

Frankenburg, William K., and Dodds, Josiah B. ''The Denver Developmental
Screening Test," The Jaq:§§1 of Pediatrics, 1967, 71, 181-191.

Freud, Anna, Normality and Pathology in Childhood. New York: Inter-
nationmal Universities Press, 1965,

¥ I's)



U\
1
B~

"Sody Size and Its Implications." 1In Lois Wladis
Review of Child Develop-

(Eds.),
Russell Zage Fcundaticn, 1966,

Garn, Stanley M.
Hoffman and Martin L., Hoffman,

ment Research, Vols, 2. New York:
529‘561;

Principles of Perceptual Learning and Development.,

Gibson, Eleanor J.
ppleﬁon Centurv=Crcfts, 1969,

New York:
Gibson, Eleanor J.,, and Olum, Vivian, "Experimental Method- of
Studying Perception in Children." In Paul H, Musser, .Ed.),
New York:

Handbook of Research Mathods in Child Development.
Wiley, 1960 311-373,

The Rel.tionship Between Modes uf Perception and
Uh?ublished Doctoral

Gill, Newell T,
Seiected Variabies in Young Children.

E;ssertat;an, UnlverSIty of Florida, 1965,

Gollin, Eugene S, "A Development Approach to Learning and Cognition,"
In Lewis P. Lipsi*t and Charles C. Spiker, (Eds,), Advances in
New York: Academic,

3965 ’SSﬁ*SG
Gotts, Edward E. '"Perceptual Development in Young Children,'" Research
Relating to Childremn, 1967, 22, 22-DG-1, ) -

Gotts, Edward Earl, and Pilerce-=Jones, John. "Evaluating Head Start
Inputs a~d OQutcomes.” In Joe L. Frost, (Ed.), Early Childhood
Education Rediscovered: Readings. New York: BHolt, Rinehart,
and Winston, 1968, 305-314,

The Nature of Human Intelligence.

New York: McGraw-

Guilford, J. P.
Hill Baqk Co., 1967.

Halstead, Ward G., and Rennick, Phillip M. "Perceptual-Cognitive
Disorders in Children," 1In Aline H. Kidd and Jeamme L. Rivoire,
(Eds.), Perceptual Development in Children. New York: Inter=

national Universities Press, 1966 5=31,

"An Evaluation of the Highberger Early-Adjustment-

nent, 1959, 30, 421-432,

Hartup, Willard W.
to-=School Scale," Child Develo

Haworth, Mary R. "A Schedule for the Analysis of CAT Responses,”
Journal of Projective Techniques and Personality Assessment,

1963, 27 181-184,
Hermendinger, L. A. Genetic Study of Structural Aspects of Perception
as Reflected in Rorschach Test Performance. Doctoral | Dissertation,

Clark University, 1951.

Highberger, Ruth. "The Relationship Between Maternmal Behavior and the
Child's Early Adjustment to Nursery School," Child Development,

1955, 26, 49-61.




D=5

Hotkins, Albert S., Hollander, Leonard, and Munk, Barbara., "Evaluation
of Psychiatric Reports on Head Start Programs.’ In Jerome Hellmuth,
(Ed.), Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early Intervention,

Vol. 2. New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1968, 137-172.

Inheldew, Barbel, and Matalon, Benjamin, "The Study of Problem Solving
and Thinking,'" In Paul H. Mussen, (Ed.), Handbock of Research
Methods in Child Development. New York: Wiley. 19565 421=455,

Irvin~Tripp, Susan, ''Language Development." 1In ILois Wladis Hoffman
and Martin L. Hoffman, (Eds.), Review of Child Development Research,

Vol. 2. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1966, 55-105.

Jensen, Arthur R. "Another Look at Culture-Fair Testing," In Jerome
Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Child: Compensatory Education, A
National Debate, Vol., 3. New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers,
1970, 53=101,

Johns, Vera P, '"Analysis of Story Retelling as a Measure of the Effects
of Ethnic Content in Stories." In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Dis=-
advantaged Child: Head Start and Early Intervention, Vol. 2.

New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1968, 257-298,

Kagan, Jerome, and Moss, Howard A. From Birth to Maturity. New York:
Wiley, 1962,

Kagan, Jerome, Moss, Howard A., and Sigel, Irving E. '"'Psychological
Significance of 3tyles of Conceptualization." In J. C. Wright
and J. Kagan, (Eds.), "Basic Cognitive Processes in Children,"
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development,
1963, 28, (2}, 73-118.

Kagan, Jerome, and Others, '"Information Processing in the Child:
Significance of Analytic and Reflective Attitudes," Psychological

Monographs, 1964, 78, (1, Whole No. 578).

Katz, Irwin. "Review of Evidence Relating to Effects of Desegregation
on the Intellectual Performance of Negroes," American Psychologist,
1964, 19, 381-399,

Kessel, Frank S. 'The Role of Syntax in Children's Comprehension from
Ages Six to Twelve," Monographs of the Scc;egz for Research in Child
Development, 1970, 35, (6, Serial No. 139),

Klaus, Rupert A.,, and Gray, Susan W. '"The Early Training Project for
Disadvantaged Children: A Report After Five Years," Monographs of
the Society for Research in Child Development, 1968, 33, (4, Serial
No. 120),

Kraskin, Robert A, 'Volunteers for Vision," In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.),
Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early Intervention, Vol. 2,
New York: Brunrer/Mazel Publishers, 1968, 173-183,

ol



D=6

Loban, Walter D. The Language of Elementary School Children. Champaign
Illinois: National Council of Teachers of English, 1963, 4-28.

Loevinger, Jane. '"'The Meaning and Measurement of Ego Development,'" American
Psychologist, 1966, 21, 195-206.

Long, Barbara H., and Henderson, E. H, '"Self-Social Concepts of Dis-
advantaged School Beginners.” Paper read at the American Psycho-
logical Association, 1966.

Long, B. H.. Henderson, E. H., and Ziller, R. C. "Self Ratings on the
Semantic Differential: Content Versus Response Set," Child Develop-
ment, 1968, 39, 647-656, 7

Lowell, Edgar F., and Metfessel, Newton S, "Experimental Concept Formation
Test for Preschool Deaf," Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders,
1961, 26, 225-229,

McCandless, Boyd R,, and Marshall, Helen R, "A Picture Sociometric
Technique for Preschool Children and Its Relation to Teacher Judgments
of Friendship,'" Child Development, 1957, 28, 139-147.

McNeill, David. '"The Development of Language.'!" In Paul H. Mussen, (Ed,),
Carm1chael's Manual of Child Psychology, Vol. 1, (3rd Edition).
New York: Wlley, 1970 1061-1161.

Meier, John H. '"Imnmovations i~ Assessing the Disadvantaged Child's
FPotential.” In Jerome He.lmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Child, Vol, 1.
New York: Brunner/Mazel, 1967, 175-199,

Meier, John H., Nimmicht, Glen, and McAfee, Oralie., "YAn Autotelic Responsive
Enviromment Nursery School for Deprived Children." 1In Jerome Hellmuth,
(Ed.), Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early Intervention, Vol. 2.
New York: Brunner/Mazel Publlshers, 1968 299=398,

Meredith, Boward V. 'Methods of Studying Fhysical Growth."” In Paul H.
Mnssen, (Ed.), Handbook of Research Methods in Child Development,

New York: Wiley, 1960, 201-251,

Meyers, C. E., and Others. "Four Ability=-Factor Hypotheses at Three Pre~
literate Levels in Normal and Retarded Children,' Mcaographs of the
Society for Child Development, 1964, 29, (5, Serial Ne. 96).

Mico, Paul A, "Head Start Health: The Boston Experience of 1965," 1In
Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early
Intervention, Vol, 2. New York: Brunmer/Mazel, Pubiishers, 1968,
185-215.

Monsees, Edna K., and Berman, Carol. "Speech and Language Screening in a
Surmer Head Start Program,' Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders,
1968, 33, 121-126.

o1



Murphy, Lois Barclay, and Others. Personality in Young Children:

Methods for Study of Personality in Young Children. New York:
Basic RBooks, 1956,

North, A. Frederick. ‘''Pediatric Care in Project Head Start." In Jerome
Hellmuth, (Ed.“, Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early Inter-
vention, Vol. 2. New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1968, 93-124.

Ozer, Mark N. 'Neurological Evaluation of Children in Head Start.," 1In
Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early
Intervention, Vol. ?., New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1968,
125=136.

Palermo, David S. ''Word Association and Children's Verbal Behavior.'
In Lewis P. Lipsitt and Charles C. Spiker, (Eds.), Advances in
child Development and Behavior, Vol. l. New York: Academic, 1963,
31-68. '

Parnell, R, W. Behaviour and Physique, London:; Edward Arnold, 1958,

Parnell, R. W. "Simplified Somatotypes,'" Journal of Psychosomatic
Research, 1964, 8, 311-315.

Penney, R. K., and McCann, B. "The Children's Reactive Curiosity Scale,"
Psychological Reports, 1964, 15, 323-334,

Piaget, Jean. ''Piaget's Theory.'" In Paul H. Mussen, (Ed.), fa;michag;fg
Manual of Child Psychology, Vol. 1, (3rd Edition. New York:
Wiley, 1970, 703-732,

Rabin, Albert I., and Haworth, Mary R., (Eds.). Projective Techniques
wWith Children, New York: Grune and Strattom, 1960.

Reese, Hayne W. '"'Discrimination Learning Set in Children." In Lewis P.
Lipsitt and Charles C. Spiker, (Eds.), Advances in Child Development
and Behavior, Voi. 1. New York: Academic, 1963, 115-145.

Rosenberg, Leon A, "A Culture-Fair Instrument for Intellectual Assessment.,"
In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.)}, Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and
Early Intervention, Vol. 2. New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers,
1968, 77-92, )

Schaefer, Earl S., and Bell, Richard Q. 'Development of a Parental
Attitude Research Instrument," Child Development, 1958, 29, 339-36l.

Shaw, Robert, Eagle, Carol J., and Goldberg, Franklin H. "A Retrospective
Look at the Experiences of Community Child Guidance Center with
Project Head Start," 1In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Child:
Head Start and Early Intervention, Vol, 2. New York: Brunner/iazel
Publishers, 1968, 510-530.

ERIC 52




D-8

Sigel, Irving E. 'Developmental Trends in the Abstraction Ability of
Children,'" Child Development, 1953, 24, 131-144,

Sigel, Irvimg E., and Hooper, Frank H., (Eds.). Logical Thinking in
Children: Research Based on Piaget's Theory. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1968.

Simon, A., and Boyer, E. G. Mirrors for Behavior, An anthology of
Classroom Observation Instruments, Phlladélphia- Research for
Better Schocls, Inc., and The Center for the Study of Teaching,
Temple University, 1969.

Slobin, Dan I., (Ed.). The Ontogenesis of Grammer. New York: Academic
Press, 1971.

Spiker, Charles C. ''Research Methods im Children's Learning.'" In
Paul H, Mussen, (Ed.), Handbook of Research Methods in Child
Development. New York: Wiley, 1960, 265-312.

Spradlin, J. E, "Asaessment of Speech and Lar -age of Retarded Children:
The Parsons Language Sample,' Journal of Hearing and Speech Disorders,

1963 (Monograph Supplement 10).

Staats, Arthur W. '"Experimental-Longitudinal Methods and Representative
Behavior Sampling in Studying Cognitive Learning,'" In Jerome
Hellmuth, (Ed.), Cognitive Studies, Vol. 1. WNew York: Brunner/
Mazel Publishers, 1970, 383-423,

Stevenson, Harold W. '"Social Reinforcement of Children's Behaviors."
In Lewis P. Lipsitt. and Charles C. Spiker, (Eds.), Advances in
Child Development and Behavior, Vol, 2. New York: Academlc,
1965, 97-126.

Stott, Leland H,, and Ball, Rachel Stutsman. Evaluation of Infant
and Preschool Mental Tests, Cooperative Research Project No. 1l166.
Detroit: Merrill~Palmer Institute, 1963.

Instruments 1935-1965., Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1969,

Straus, M. A. Family Measurment Techniques: Abstracts of Published

Templin, Mildred D. Certain Language Skills in Children, Their Development
and Interrelationships. Minneapolis, Univer51ty of Minnesota Press,

1957,

Terrell, Glenn. "Delayed Reinforcement Effects." In Lewis P, Lipsitt
and Charles C. Spiker, (Eds.), Advances in Child Development and
Behavior, Val. 2 New York: Academic. 1965 127-158.

‘Ward, William C. "Creat1v1ty in Young Children," Child Development,
1968, 39, 737-754.

03




D=9

Watts, A, F. The Language and Mental Development of Children. London:
Ge Co Harrup and Ccmpany, l944

Weikart, David P., and Lambie, Dolores Z., !'"Preschool Intervention
Through a Home Teaching Program." In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.),
Disadvantaged Child: Head Start and Early Interventlun Vol. 2.
New York: Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1968, 435=500.

White, Sheldon H. "The Learning Theory Tradition and Child Psyﬁbalagy "
-2 Paul H. Mussen, (Ed.), Carmichael's Manual of Child Psychole
Vol. 1, (3rd Edition). New York: Wlley, 1°7D 657-701.

Wohlwill, Joachim F. "The Development of 'Overconstancy' in Space
Perception.” 1In Lewis P. Lipsitt and Charles C. Spiker, (Eds.),
Advances in Child Development and Behavior, ¥~l, 1., New York:
Academic, 1963 215=-312,

Wolff, Re M. '"The Measurmment of Enviromments," In Anne Anastasi, (Ed.),
Testing Problems in Perspective., Washington, D. C.: American
Council on EducaLlcn, 1966, 491-503,

Zimiles, Herbert, "An Analysis of Current Issues in the Evaluation of
Education Programs." In Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged
Child: Head Start and Early Intervenmtion, Vol., 2. New York:
Brunner/Mazel Publishers, 1968.

Zimiles, Herbert. '"Has Evaluation Failed Compensatory Education?" 1In
Jerome Hellmuth, (Ed.), Disadvantaged Child: Compensatory Education,
A National Debate, Vol., 3. New York: Brus.aer/Mazel Publishers,
1970, 545-555.

Zimiles, Herbert. ''The Development of Conservation and Differentiation
of Number,'" Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Develop-
ment, 1966, 31, (6, Serial No. 108).

54




PART D--

TITLES I AND ITI PROGRAM-EVALUATION
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS: SCOPE AND DESIGN
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INTRODUCTION

At the time that the U.S,0.E. issued its request for proposal, and
the proposal covering this project was prepared, their plans were to use
directly in their own evaluation efforts thise portions of the project
report appearing here as Report III, Parts D and E. Subsequently, due to
internal shifts in plans within U.S.0.E., it seemed advisable to devote
greater effort to those portions of the project which have been reported
previously in Reports I and II, and in III A, B, and C., Parts D and Ev
of Report III were not to be deleted but were to be downgraded. Unfortun-
ately, it has been impossible within the contractual framework to downgrade
this portion. This fact has perhaps involved us in a purely academic
axercise, We have chosen,. nevertheless, to speak directly to the issueé‘
raised in our original proposal. We have hoped in this way to point: up
the directions to be taken if satisfactory answers are to be made avail-
able to U.5.0.E. in response tu its future early childhood management and
planning requirements, based on its experience with Titles I and III programs.

One need of U.S5.0,.E, originally was for the specification of variables
to be included in any instruméntation to be used in its preschool program
survey for Titles I and ITI. It was desired that, together with the
saﬁpling recommendations of Part E, an instrument operationalizing the
variables gf Part D would constitute an evaluation system for answering
cﬁé foilcwing questiﬁns; o | S .

a. Which characteristics of preschool pupils are related to

to later success in primary school? :

b. What are the characteristics of puplils who participate in
programs and services provided by Federal funds?
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What are the characteristics of the programs and services
being provided to preschecl children by Federal funds?

4]
®

d. What is the relationship between pupil participation in
special preschool programs and services, the home and school
enviromment, and pupil development as measured by tests and
teacher perceptions of classroom behaviors?

e. What is the relationship between the needs of the pupil, the

preschool services and programs available to him, and the
programs and services in which he participates?

Question a can be spoken to by drawing upon family demographic and
general envirommental variables and upon measured characteristics of the
child. There is also implied in a the need for at least short-term longi-
tudinal assessment up into the primary grades, Further, these data are to
be looked at relationally. These reqrirements taken together suggest that
either the individual child or sets of minimally demographically-subgrouped
children within a program would be the basic units for exsmination. Our
preference iz for the former, but we have judged that U,5.0.E. will for
various reasons preifar “he latter. Thus, In our recommendations regarding
variables we have anticipated the latter. This is discussed further in
Part E. To prepar®& data for the longitudinal question, they will need to
be stored across-time counting by demugraphic subunits within each program,
This is basically accomplished by frequency recording. Its data all come
from the same sources as those for answering question a.

Question ¢ asks for descriptions of programs and services. As we
have remarked before in these reports, programs cannot be ‘as satisfactorily
codified at present as can behavioral characteristiecs. For this reason
and to guarantee that the investment in a longiltudinal study will produce
a reasonable information return, it has seemed well to describe programs

in a large variety of ways with reference to qualitative indicators of
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prograws and services delivered, their guiding orientations or philoso-
phies, and their types of imstructiomnal activities. Oversampling of
program variables is what we recommend., rhis will guarantee, by creating
a potential for subsequent recombining of variables that the actual pro-
gram delivered to children can in some objecZive way be defined at a
future time. While the recording of these data may appear to be a tedious
chore or an overkill, it is esusential in this case. Question d, as a
longitudinal question, requires mo new data, but atioss-tine examination
of salected interrelationships of the data already specified with re=-
ference to questions a and c. Question e requires no new data. It can
be examined for child needs either by direct behavioral measures or in-
directly through child demographic indicators. These are then to be
compared with the kinds of preschool program features to which such child-
ren are being exposed, Logical analysis of goodness of fit of programs
to needs will be required after the descriptive empirical findings are
assembled.

Waen questions & through e have been answered in this manner, by the
dita collection and analysis indicated, it will be possible to answer

cartain crucial Office of Education management questions:

a, At what level should U,S.0.E. fund preschool programs?

b. What are the ummet needs of preschool pupils and preschool
age children?

c. Should U,.S.0.E. fund new programs to meet ummet needs or to
extend existing programs?

d. What types of programs are working?

e. On which projects should U,S.0,E. disseminate information?
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£. Should new legislatlion be written in the area of preschool
programs?

g. Shcould legislation or guidelines specify that funds be

targeted to aid specific minority, ethnic or disadvantaged
groups?

A Data Gathering Instiument

We have judged that the most straightforward method of indicating
what kinds of data should be gathered was to create a survey instrument
designed to gather all of the required information. This instrument—-
given the acronym SPEC for SURVEY OF PROGRAM IN EARLY CHILDHOOD~-Provides
comprehensive coverage of the needed data and thus embodies in itself
our recommendations for what variables shall be studied. The SPEC appears
hereafter at the close of this section. Before its appearance, however,
other related matters require discussion, First the general features
of the SPEC's contents and organization will be examined. This is fol=
lowed by brief suggestions for its use as a Title T and III project report
document:. Next its possible limitations and strengths are discussed.
These are related, in this discussion, to the "Recommendations" section of
Part C of this report. Finally, specific reccumendations are made for a
brief, related survey device to be constructzd for use at supra=-program
or project management levels, e.g., by responsible state ofiicers.

Items 1-4 of the SPEC identify the funded program and its reporting
officer. Items 5-8 sketch out the most general cf the program‘s or pro-
ject's charactertstics, - S5ix sections of program quality indicators follow:
(1) items 9-16C are most general, on expenditures, facilities, and direct

instructional support personnel; (2) items 17A-I deal with qualifications

59



51

of personnel and duration of the child's weekly exposure to program;

(3) items 18=27 provide the mumber and kinds of outdoor equipment avail-
able; (4) items 28~55 describe the number and kinds of indoor equipment
and supplies, with U.S.0.E. contribution calculated for 3 and 43 (5)
items 56-64 deal with quality less obwviously by examining grouping
practices;’and (6) items 65-77 inspect quality through the ways that
evaluation is used in the program.

At this point the questioning shifts to the substance of the program's
educational focus. Item® 78-95 use a checklist and an estimation of
percentage of influencze to get rapidly into the philosophical-methodological
sources of the progrem's inspiration and direction. Because the real
effects of programs on children are, however, dirvectly mediated through
what is done in the program, attention is given in items 96-138 to finding
out which activities command the greatest time priority. Such a list
can also be examined subsequently to determine what patterns of activities
emerge as more fundamentally beneficial to children having which kinds
of behavioral and demographic characteristics. Interrelationships between
this list and the preceding list should also prove functional for des-
cribing what activities are commonly used by programs that presumsbly adhere
to particular stated orientations.' Such knowledge is fundamental to(our
efforts to move beyond the current gross conceptual tools that are avail-
able for describing what a particﬁlar program 13, i.e;, to move beyond
the current atmosphere of name-calling and program identity formation
by factionalism.  Finally, brief attention is turned in items 139~143
to the procéss of implementation of program into practice, As we have

indicated befere, this is a most neglected area of evaluation. This




concludes the SPEC's description of preogram. To our knowledge, this is
the moat comprehensive attempt to date to imcorporate within a sﬁrvey
instrument the fundamental dimensions of programs--yet we do this ;p a
most humble spirit in full knowledge of the many items of information
requested which will ultimately prove to be pure chaff, Hopefully, some
more informative item groupings will emerge and endure for incorporation
into later more sophiisticated inquiries ¢n such matters than is our own.
Auxiliary services provided in conjunction with programs are treated
separately,

Items 144-146 sketch out in grossest terms some demographic features
of the child populations served. Together with other demographic indices
that can be derived diréctly from later questions, these form the basis
for constituting the demographic subgreup sampling and test norming
system which we advocated in Paxt C of this report. It al~o provides
a minimal categorical system for defining what kinds of children are the
recipients of services. This is expanded and greatly increased in pre-
cision by the behavioral indicators requested in items 147-152., Our
recommendation is that at least two behavioral characteristics shall be
measured, from each éf the domains: Cognitive, Affective, and Psychomoto
These shall be chosen from among the subset of selected characteristics
listed beside items 147-152 of the SPEC such as o be sensitive to both
thie potential strengths and soft areas of the particular programs in which
they are used. In this way it can be seen whether a ?articular program
holds up well across these varied domains of developmental behavior or
whether 4ts effects are more narrowly circumscribed. It also will guard

against potentially retarding.or deleterious effects upon the child's
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total development, which might péSS undetected if this more conprehensive
approach to behavioral evaluation wexe not undertaken,

Further child program recipient census information ig tabuiated in
items 153162 with reference to public and non-public program affiliation.
Items 163-209 explore family and comnunity influences upon the chiid,
These data are basic to the description of the child's home envirorment
and ‘nis needs. The instrument cencludes with an inquiry in items 210-233
into auxiliary services available to the child through the program, in-

cluding a few which are directed to parents as well as the child.
Integrating the SPEC into Frograms

Ic 18 of course to be expected that the completion of so long a

list of questions might prove a deterrent to conscientious and thought~

ful replies if some procedure were not devised to increase the respondent's

commitment. Because such evaluation does not occupy the highest position
in the commitments of many program directors, this need for a procedure

is further intensified. Two suggestions are offered. The properly
completed survey should count as a substantial part of the program cr
project final report-~-gerving in lieu cf many laboriously wrought nar-
rative pages. A narrative final report should cover»only such matters

s are not adequately articulated within the SPEc; What these supplemental
areas of the final report might be should be included in the program
director's original grant proposal; In this way he would have apprised
himself of the role of the SPEC in the evaluation of his own program and

would understand that to neglect its completion would render his final
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report incomplete and would hence reflect upon his contract performance.
Only so long as evaluation is allowed to remain extrinsic to program
function and contractual agreement will forms be filed and not returned.
Making their completion integral to the program director's normﬁl functions

would, on the other hand, encourage his thoughtful attention,
g$trengths and Limitations of the SPEC

As persons acquainted with the strengths of particular types of
instrumentation, we are uui overly impressed with survey instruments.
Their f£allibility is legéndary. We have created the SPEC, & survey
instrument, in keéping with U.S.0.E. custom of usage and in line with
their stated desires in the request for proposal. It has become the
fashion among researchers to lament the methodological softness of
Federal agencies in their reliance upon the survey instrument. We see
this agency predilection as arising from the operations of and personnel
associated with them, These preferences are not, thus, to ke easily
turned about and redirected, since they are reflections of the total
ecological schematizationm within which methodological decision making
occurs. For us, thevefore, the issue camnot simply be reduced to eiﬁher
siding totallj with or totally confronting a set of daté gathering prac-
tices. We have chosen the altermative of working within this system to
change it. That is, we have sought within the framework of & survey
instrument to do scme differenc.kinds of things.

First, in the suggestions of the preceding section we have poiuted

out how intrinsic motivation--or at minimum a degree of ego involvement-=~
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should and can be created. Everyone knows thag suivey instruments are
supposed to become more valid when this is accomplished. Federal action
surely should be takem to create such motivatiom--or else to quit sending
out formes to be recycled as waste. =Second, we have incorporated certain
subtle features into scaies that should diminish grosser forms of social
desirability respomse bias by their completers. These features are in
fact sufficiently subtle that we are not ourselveé vet willing to make
strong predictions about which of some qualitative program features will
more favorably affect five-year-olds. Our real confidence is that several
relevant variables for such prediction might be extractable from these
program items. Third, we have included hard data within the survey in
each of the major areas of variable sampling: (1) program implementation
is to be looked at with at least one in-depth or process measure (see
item 143); (2) a wide range of child behavioral charactexistics are to
be studied (see items 147-152); and (3) in=-depth analysis is to be
performed using one family or community measure (see item 209). Fogrth,
it is expected that hard, criterion-referenced data will be gathered in
the hallmark areas of the program, i.e., in areas closely linked to the
program's distinctive goals. Provision is made for these in items 71 and
74~77. Thus, we have produced what is still recognizable and usable as
a survey instrument, yet which includes features which should commend it
to those who decry survey instrument usage.

The above recommendations'for the inélusion of the three groups of
in-depth measufes cannot be 1ight1y dismissed, becguse we have carefully
documented particularly in all of Report II and Report III, Part C~-
"Recommendations", the urgent need to have better answers to these qirastions.

We have 2lsc in Report :="Concius ei:s8", Report II-"Surmary, Conclusions,
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and Prosjpectus", and Report III, Part C-"Recormendations" pointed to

the poteni:ial boon to both programs and early childhood research that
would result from a Federally-encouraged, closer working relationship
between them, This closer working relationship would make more believabie
the capability of early childhood programs to deliver the hard data re=-
quired for the completion of SPEC developmental items 143, 147-152, and
209, and criterion-referenced items 71 and 74-~77. It would in turn make
more ﬁrobable their being able to conduct the kind of formative 2valuation
that is also desperately needed in programs. (In this connection see

comments on pages 20-21 of this report.}*
Survey Requirements at Other Levels

Program data gathering forms must of course be prepared to collect
and accumulate the information required for the SPEC's completion. Their.
i

design and co&pent readily follow from item~by-item scrutiny of the SPEC.
At supra-progr;m levels, other kinds of questions nust be posed regarding
the management of Title I and III programs. The kinds of questions to be
written for them must deal with at least the following matters: What
‘projections can be made that parents will participate in programs that
Plan to involve them? By what procedures is the degree of that partici-
mation projected? Are procedures established for determiﬁﬁng ;he”cénh
~patability of proposed curriculum with stated goals? How does the agency
determine whether criterion measurés are appropriately related to program
goals (see items 71, 74-77 especially)? How are specific service delivery
capabllities screened for schools subumitting Title III and I proposals?

What procedures are established to evaluate the extent of a "lobbying"
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role of education package vendors upon particular proposal decisions?

is the real willingness of schools to work cooperatively with other
community agencies being encouraged as extensively as possible through
Title I and IIT participation? Awe implementation plans screened for
realism and precision? ‘Are central cffice biases of orientation made
sufficiently explicit in policy statements that they can be reckoned
with objectively in the decision making procesé? In this lastc connection,
examining a small, random sample of state~rejected proposals could provide
information regarding the extent to which these biases might cause ac~
ceptable innovation proposals to be overlooked., Rejeacted prnposéls would
nead to be kept on file by the original screener for some minimal period
to make them available for such later examination.

Finally, U,.S.0,E, should consider preparing guidelines and an ipstru-
ment that can be used to consensually validate the so~called "content
validity" of criterion referenced measures. At present much of this
judging is done loosely by persons who'have'never been trained or personally
standardized as judges of thevcontent validity of those areas in which
they are operating. Their work appears highly subjective. The creation
of a recommended procedure and forms for field use would probably elevate
considerably the quality of criterion reference measures. 1t would also
curb some instantaneous but questionably professional, criterion—referenced
expertise which has recently gained entxy into the inmer sanctums of
educational innovatiom. We contend thét judging content appropriateness
is worthy of having its own validating procedure, It will no longer do
to accept boldly dtoﬁped disclaimgrs-épresumably on grounds that psycho-

metric standarus are not applicable to gsuch devices. Although traditional
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paychometzric standards are st;ained by such imstruments, what should

be equally clear is that the need for objectivity has not suédenly been

suspended.
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SURVEY OF PROGRAM IN EARLY CHIIDHOOD (SPEC):
FOR TITLE I OR YII EVALUATION

Directions: Complete #Il applicable parts, following guides provided,
Use overflow sh¢2t as often as neaded by entering symbol Cf at the end
of any line that {8 to be contimued. Follow it with the mmber of the
entry that is to be contimued. Keep all entries on overflow sheet(s)
mambered and sequential by this same code. A separate SPEC is to be
completed for each separate grant for program or project. EC 1s used
throughout for Early Childhood. Where answer options are pre~stated
CIRCLE the most accurate choice or CIRCLE multiple choices where ap-
plicable, :

- 1. Program Director ox Cther Person complating SPEC. (If other than

Director, indicate relationship to program.):

2., Program or Project name:

3. Where located~-Street Address:

4. Where located--City, State, Zip:

Program Chavracteristics, Gemeral
5. Title I, Title III?

6. Frogram's or Project®s distinctive features (25 word maximum):

ettt

7. Program or Project goals (list by codes from Guide I; these may be
supplemented with brief qualifying remarks; be surc to use overflow page
1f Guide I could not be used or space hers is insufficient):

8. If your:program or proeject has multiple phases, this report covers:

Not Applicable Plaaning rthase Pilot Phase Operational Phase
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Program Indicators, Gameral

9, Per chiid annual BEC expendituxe by school on eguipment and materials:

10, Nap facilities available: Cots Mats Other (Specify) _ None
11. Total square feet of indoor space reserved for this EC activity:
12, Total square feat of outdoor space reserved for this EC activity:

» If not reserved, but separitely scheduled, indicate total

daily hours avilability and longest time irnterval sepa-

rating scheduled times o

13. Are separate toilet facilitles available for your REC component? §§S

14, Is rumning water available in each EC classroom? g;s

15, Are supervisory persons available to EC teachers and/cr aides?

Conestantly On Call Regular Intervals Irregular Intervals Never

'16A. Art teacher is available: Regularly Irregularly Never

16B, Mueic teacher is avellable: Regularly Irregulary Never

16C. Ratio (Mfumber of EC teachers and aides/children): /

Program Indicators, Personnel Quaelifications, &md Schedule
17A. Mumber of certified EC teachers:

17B. HNumber ¢f temporary or emergency certified teachers:_

17C. Number of aldes with less ﬁhan high school:

D; high school graduates: E. some college

F. college graduates:

17G. Doss length of school day vary? gga

Specify length(s) of school day smd number of children involved asd days:’
léngth ' : number : days per weck

17H. |

171.

69



Progrem Indicators, Qutdoor Equipment

Indicate all applicable ocutdoor equipment regularly availuble by making
a check after A and check by B for improvements:

Availablie Improveme ° due to this
srant
128, Climbing apparatus A B
19, Garden area A B
20. Outdoor playhouse A B
21, Sand box or area A B
22, Siide A B
23, Swings A B
24, Teeter totter A B
25, Wheel toys A B
26. Total of different "A" types Total "B" Improvements
circled in 1£-26: A, 18=26: B

ety et Sra—

27. Other equipment:

Pr-~ram Indicators, Indoor Equipment

i .ce all applicable indoor pléy equipmént and supplies regularly
.able with a check beside A and check by B for improvements:

Availablie Improvement due to this
grant
28. Adult dress up clothes A B_
29. Baby carriage A o B -
30. Clay or plasticene A B
31. Collection of picture books A B
32, Construction paper A B
33. Dishes A B
34, Dolls A B
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e Housenold furniture A B

36. Iron and irouming board B
37. Kitchen appliances A, _ B____
38. Large hollow blocks ' A - B __
39. Nature study (e.g., pet
cages, aquarium) A , B
40. Paints A —_— L
41, ©Paste and scissors A____ B _
42, Puppets A B__
43, Puzzles (include packaged
perceptual learning gamesg) A B
44, Record player and records A B__
45. Rhythm instruments (or
other musical) A B
46, Simple games A B
47. Small blocks A_ - B
48.; String or pull toys A B______
49, Table toys A_;,____ B
50. Tumbling mats Ah_____;_ B
51. Vacuum or sweeper A B___
52. Weaving materials A B___
53. Woodworking A_‘_____ S
: -~ 54. Total of different "A" typee Total "B" Improvements
circled in 28-54: A___ 28-54: B______ :
' 55, Other equipment: ' .

Program Indicators, Greouping

56. What is your basis of grouping

Age Locality Test Scores Other (Specify) No grouping used

N |

— e
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57. What ages of children are placed in a single group?

3 3% 4 4% 5 5% 6
58, Have you special or remedial groupings? %gs

59. If Yes for 38, describe basis:

6. In what size group do children usually receive instruction?

(Note: Arrange 61-64 tc equal 100% total. All refer to "Indoor Learning'.)
61. What percentage of indoor time is spent in large group (6 or more)

instruction?

62. Small group {1-5) imstrucion?

63. Small peer group or individual activity: teacher directed?

64. Small peer group or individual activity: self selected?

gpégram Indicators, Evalurtion and Reporting

65. Do parents of each child supply basic developuental information to

Yes :
the schocl?
No
66, Length of interview or questionnaire inm 63: (Number of different

items of information)

Yes

67. Are basic health records kept for each child? No

Yes
68. Are individual cumulative records kept for each child? y,

59. At what intervals are reports made to parenta?_

70. How is reporting accomplished?

Written Checklist Conference other (Specify)

71. At what average intervals per child are informational notations made
by the teacher ox aide?

Weekly Monthly Quarterly " other (Specify)

. . Yes
72. Are diffusion effects evaluated? No

"2
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73. 1If Yes for 72, describe procedure:
R ] Yes
74, 1Is systematic observation of childrem used? N
(¢]
75. If Yes for 74, of what characteristic(s) (Code by Guide I)?
76. Are formal evaluation devices used, other than those_contractually

(See #147-152) specified as part of your

77.

If Yes for 76, of what characteristic(s) (Code by Guide I)?

Yes
T!%le I or III evaluation? o

Program Indicators, Orientation

Tndicate for 78-94 the percentage contribution of each program orientation
that guides your thinking and planning. These should total 100%.

78.

85.

86.

87.

88,

89.

90.

91,

92.

British infant school type

Creativity, originality, divergent thinking
Diagnostically based

Head Start or other group compensatory
Imitative behavior, modeling

Tearning to learn, cognitive stratégies
Maternal teaching; family effectiveness
Montessori

Operant or other reinforcement based
Peers as teachers or tutors .

Piagetian based

Reading or mmber based readiness
Responsive enviromment

Socialization, psychoanalytic or drive management

Specific deficits (structured), Frostig, Bereiter~Englemann,
Academic
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93. Specific deficits (umstructured), DARCEE, Ameliorative

94, Traditionmal or nmursery school
95, Describe in your own terms the major features of your own program's

orientation (up to 25 words):

Program Indicators, Activities

Show the approximate percentage of classroom time consumed in your program
by each of the following learning activities. Your estimates should total
100% for 96-138., It will be easier if you begin by checking off and then

£ill in percentages.

96, Attentional and motor comntrol games (Simon says)
. 97. Audio recording of children
98. Caring for plants or animals
99, Classification, matching, discrimination
100. dClean up )
101. Comstruction with paper, cardhoard, expendables
102, Copying, lettering
_ 103. Creative dramatics
104. Culture enrichment
105. Directed gross mutor activity
106, Discussion, planning, questioning, sharing
107. 'bramatic play
___108. Drawing
102. Fantasy supported individua. act. vity
110. 7P-lk games
111, Lzrge motor comstruction
112, Listening to stories
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113,
1149

_115.

116,
117,
118,
119,

120,

|

121,
122,

123.

124,

l

125,

!

126,

l

127.

128,

|

129,
130,
131.

132,

|

133.

134,

135,
136,
o 137.
138,

Mother=child interaction
Musical games

Outdoor free play

Qutdoor group play activity
Painting

Programmed instruction
Kepeating or verbal copying
Resource persons to classroom
Rhytbm activity

Sana play

Sc.ence experiments

Sequential lessons (packaged)

Seriation, counting, equating groups

Settling down after activity change

Supervised rest

Time o. »>rocess related concepts

Tripe

Typing

Video viewiﬁgl
Vocabulary developmént
Water play

Wood working

Work sheets

Other

66

Other

Other
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Program Indicators, ilementation

Check each of the following which was used this yeay systematically or
on & planned basis to assure specific implementation of your program
orientation (refer to 95): '

.139. Demonstration by helping teachers

140, In=service training, other

S cp—— e

141, Observation with feedback

e e,

142, simulation, microteaching

143. What in~depth indicator(s) have you used to verify whether program
implementation ic proceeding according to your plan? (See A«3 and A-4

in "Matches" on this) Explain:

Child Population Served
1l44. Age (Numbers):

A. 3_ e 3% s GC. 4 > D. 4% 5 E. 5
Fo 5% s G. 6
145, Sex (Numbers):

A, Boys B. Girls

146, Ethnicity (Numbers):
A. Negro > B. Anglo s C. Spanish Surname >

D. Indian s E. Oriental » F. Other_ , G. Other

Behavioral Characteiistics Studied (2 different per behavior domain coded‘

after Guide T)

Records are to be kept for 147-152 for each distingunishable, involved
demographic subgroup of children, which is identified in the U.5.0.E.
guidelines regarding demographic recerds, at the time intervals which
have been specified in your proposal. These are to be reperted following
each assessment as a part of your regular progress reporting.

147, P- (From P-0, P-4, 3-6, P=7)

76



68

148, P-_______ (From P-0, P-4, P-6, P=7)
149, C=-__  (From C-1, Cc-2, C-5, C=8)
156, ¢~ {(From C-1, C-Z; c=-5, C=8)
15i. A~ (From A-7 ff. gp., A-10, A~27 £f, gp., A-33 ff. ZPe., A=36)

152, A- (From A-7 ££, gp., A-10, A-27 £f. gp., A-33 ff. gp., A-36)

Children Receiving Services by School Designation

Numbers All Non-Public
153. Cooperative mursery school
154, Cooperative kindergarten
. 155, Private nursery school
156. Private kindergarten
157. Day care
158, Parochial nursery school

159, Parochial kindergarten

Numbers Bot-dis
160, Nursery schcol
161. Kindergarten

162, Comrunity

Family-Community Factors

Child sociceconouic level (use Guide II).

Number
163. High
164, Medium
165. Upper lower
166, Lower lower - .

"7
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167. Number of children from homes in which a laﬁguage other than

English is spoken:

168. Number of children who share a bed:

169. Average number of siblings at home:

170. Average number of persons in home other than parents and sibling. :

171. Average number from 170 who are not related to the child:

Number in each type residential area:

. Number
172. single family
173. Duplex
174. Apartment
175. Subsidized project
176. Heavily congested
Residential location:

Numbes:

177. Rural or small cown
178. Suburban —_—
179. TInmer city »
180, Migrant | | —_—

181. Mean duratioﬁ of reéidence*(years and moﬂths);

Number by family.unity:
' Number
182, 1Intact (both éwn.parénts) v

e ——

183. Reconstituted (ome parent
and one stepparent = or
adopted) ' o
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184. Broken (ome parent only)

185, Placement (foster)

Level of parenéal education, (count parent iiving with child or supporting
child): ' ,

Father K Number Mother , Number
186. Less than high schonl A _ B_
187. High school A B
188. Some college A . B
189, College graduate A B____

Occupational condition of parent., (For occupational lavel see 163-166)-

Father , Number . Mother ,Number
7190. Disabled ' A B
191, Unemployed . B
192, Deceased : A _ : B
193. Employed A B
194. Homemaker A B

Recreation area available to childrem ocutside the home:

Number
195. Scheduled play area or yard .
196, Project or public play area
197. Vacant lot

198. Streets:

199. List objects majority of chiidren typlcally have to play with at

i'xome H
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200. How many children are exposed at home to serious puysical or

sanitation hazards?

201. How many children are exposed at home to models of violence?
202, How many childrem are exposed in the home and neighborhood to

intimidation, threats of or overt violence?

203. How many children hzve regular meal times at hHome?

204. YHow many children lymve regular sleeping times at home?

205, How many children arve frequently left with multiple care-~takers?

206, Is there an effective Community Action Program or other similar

’ Yes
agency in the child’s neighborhood? No

Yes
207. Do school and community have several areas of cooperation? No

208. Specify areas for 207:

209. What in-depth analysis are you performing on a family or community
factor? (See Guide I A-48 and A~49) Explain:

» Other Services Provided Through Program (All that apply}

210. Dental examination : Yes No
’ 211. Dental treatment : : Yes No
212, Dental hygiene instruction Yes No
7 213. Medical examination  Yes No
214. Medical: physician on call Yes No
215, Medical treafment Yes No

216. Medical prosthesis: hearing,
v:l.s'ion Yes No
217. Nurse available Yes No
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219,

220.
221.
222,
223,
224,
225,
226,
227,
228,
229,
230.
231,
232,

233,

Parental: instruction, child
development

Parental: home, vistor or
volunteer

Psycholdgical evaluation

Social services: casework

Speech evaluation

Speech therapy
Wutritional: breakfast
Nutritional: 1uuch
Nutritional: snacks
Nutritional: wmilk
Volunteers: community
Volunteers: teans

Volunteers: parents

Parents involved as teacher aides

Parents involved in basic program

If 232 is Yesn, describe:

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No

No

Wo
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Coding Guide

Guide #1

This guide is listed in its fully expanded form in this report as

the coded outiine for 'Matches", Part C, PP. 5-13.

Guide #2
Socloeconomic Level

3
[N
(1]

I~

Upper-~Children of admir_strators, executives, .. _her level pro-
fessionals, entertainers, military commanders, higher level poli-
ticians, independently wealthy. Many samples designated "high”
are really middle class. Income will not be used, since the'index
varies from time to time.

3 Middle~-~®8811 business ownexs, foremen, white collar workers, larger
farm operators, middle and lower level professionals, some service
‘workers (more subtle factors separate these into UL and Middle),
technicians, engineers, These persons are usually salaried,

2 DL-~Upper lower ciass~~Blue ecollar workers (may have as high or

higher income than white collar but are "working class'' oriented),
small farmers, tradesmen, semi~gkilled, many service workers (e.g.,
laundry, food service), truckers. These persons usuzily work for
wages., Some of the "technically" disadvantaged fit here.

1 LL--Lower lower class--Unskilied or minimally skilled workers,
the unemployed, many of the disabled, the tenant farmers, nigrants,
welfare families. Lower lower is perhaps best understood as in-
wolving a style of life created by the uncertainties and tensions
of poverty and the traits ¢f instability, restlessness, external
locus of comtrol, apathy, and a sense of powerlessness. '
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SAMPLING RECOMMENDATIONS OR GUIDELINES

Most of the decisions affecting this part of the final report of the
project, Literature Seaxrch and Development of an Evalustion System in
Early Childhood Education, have already been anticipated. Particularly
in the "Recommendations" portion of Part C and in Part D on the survey
instrument, the general directions of these guidelines have already been
sk~tched in. Because the rationale for them is already contained within
the covers of this report, it will be sufficlient here to reiterate them in
systematic fashion. This will be done in terms of the sequence of phases
impliad in the prior reccomendations. To sccomplish U.S.0.E.'s stated
purposes in such a longitudinal study, attention must be given to two
areas of sampling: variables and cases. BSince variables sampling was
already systematically detailed in Part D, further mention of this
problem will be avoided here. Unfortunately, as iu the case of Part D,

~our present belief is that U.S.0.E. no longer has plans to use these
guidelinés difectly for sampling. We are, nevertheless, pfoviding them.

The: concerns of this part arebwith'a systematic presentation of' |
guidelines for the sampling of cases. These guidelines are. arranged to be
congruent with all of our earlier recommendations of the needs for bofh
measurement development and evaluation woik. The guidelines are shown
schemetically in Figure I below in terms of the sampling requirements that
are particular to the various phases of U.S.0.E.'s future measurement
develorment &ad evaluation efforts. 'It will be evident that Phase I refers
to & mgsjor thrust in normative demographic sﬁmpling and Phase II to the
ciagoing national needs for progrem evaluation. In Phase II differentiated

pathways are indicated for one longitudinal panel and another for the
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remainder of Title I and Title III evaluetion. Further subdivisions are
indicated where required with reference to measures of parent or of

classroom varisbles.
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Sempling of Case: by Phase: of the
National Normative and Evaluation 3tudies

Phase 1
Tasks: {A) Complete national demographic subgroup norming
and validation of behavioral tests for five-
year-olds (repeat norming periodically).
(8) Further development of parent measures,
(C) Further development of classroom delivery measures.
(D) TImprovement of criterion-referenced test development
procedures. ,
Sampling: (A) Systematic and extensive as outlined in Report I1T,
Part C.

(3) Comstitute ' a small longitudinal panel from group in A.

Analyses: (A} Demographic group validity; normative developmental
curves for groups.
(B) Preliminary cluster analyses of program character-
istics (SPEC).
(C) Inter-domain correlational analyses.
(D) Vvalidity analyses for parent measures.
(E) Validity of classroom delivery measures.

Tagks: (A) Continued monitoring of developmental pansl for

long~term effects, ' :

(B) More refined treatmemt of criterion~referenced
test development. :

(CY Periodic and annual progress evaluation for
specific programs.for delivery systems and products.

(D) Monitor development of new criterion-referenced
tests for different child subgroups. ‘

Sempling: (A) Small panel longitudinal follow-up study by demo-
graphic categories (See Part D, Report III),

(8) Within-program summative evaluation for all programs,
but with reduced data collection needs and minus
control groups. '

{C) Pretest new criterion-referenced tests within pro-
grams under positive reactive conditions; posttest
with pretest as covariate.
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Analyses:

(D)

@A)
(€3

(@)

78

Administer new or revised developmental, family,
and program delivery measures selectively and hold
over for periodic renorming activity.

Jongitudinal panel for all interrelationships.
Within-program summative for gains

Validity analyses of new criterion-referenced
measures.,

Validity of new developmentel, family, and program
delivery measures.
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